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Mr. Tom Dorman 
Executive Director 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
730 Schenkel Lane 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 

Re: Petition by AT&T Communicat ions of the South Central States, Inc. and TCG Ohio 
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Docket No. 2000-465 

Dear Mr. Dorman: 

Pursuant to the Commission’s Order on November 17,2000, enclosed please find the 
electronic copies of the Rebuttal Test imony of Jay Bradbury, Greg Follensbee, and Ron Mills on 
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Q a 

A . 

Q a 

A . 

BEFORE THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JAY M. BRADBURY 

ON BEHALF OF 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, INC. 

AND TCG MIDSOUTH, INC. 

DOCKET NO. 2000-465 

FEBRUARY 20,200l 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. 

My name is Jay M. Bradbury. My business address is 1200 Peachtree Street, 

Suite 8 100, Atlanta, Georgia 30309. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE 

RESPONSIBILITIES. 

I am a District Manager 

YOUR CURRENT POSITION AND 

in the AT&T Law and Government Affairs 

organization, and I provide consulting support to AT&T’s business units and 

other internal organizations. In particular, I am involved in the negotiation 

and implementation of interfaces for operational support systems (“OS,“) 

necessary to support AT&T’s entry into the local telecommunications 

market. 
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ARE YOU THE SAME JAY M. BRADBURY THAT FILED DIRECT 

TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE ON DECEMBER 20,2000? 

Yes, I am. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the testimony of Ronald M. 

Pate and W. Keith Milner filed on February 6, 2001. I will address the 

following issues: 18, 19, 22, 23, and 24. I will correct inaccurate and 

misleading statements made by these witnesses in their direct testimony. I 

also will provide additional information in response to BellSouth’s position 

on each of these issues. I will first address two of Mr. Pate’s claims that 

apply to multiple issues and then respond to various claims regarding to the 

individual issues. 

ON PAGE 4 OF HIS TESTIMONY MR. PATE STATES THAT 

BELLSOUTH PROVIDES CLECS WITH NONDISCRIMINATORY 

ACCESS TO BELLSOUTH’S OSS. IS THERE ANY EVIDENTIARY 

SHOWING OF FACT OR ANY REGULATORY FINDING THAT 

PROVIDES A BASIS FOR HIS STATEMENT? 

No . Mr. Pate is making an unsubstantiated claim. The FCC rejected 

BellSouth’s last attempt to demonstrate that it was providing 

nondiscriminatory OSS access in its Second Louisiana Order on October 13, 
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1998.l BellSouth has not demonstrated in any jurisdiction since that time that 

it has corrected the OSS deficiencies noted by the FCC. Additionally, as this 

Commission knows, BellSouth withdrew from its attempt to demonstrate that 

it was providing nondiscriminatory access in Tennessee2 and attempted to 

withdraw from this Commission’s 271 investigative docket (Docket No. 96- 

608) as well. Mr. Pate’s claim is unfounded and should be given no weight 

in the Commission’s deliberation of this arbitration. 

IN MR. PATE’S TESTIMONY HE REPEATEDLY ASSERTS THAT 

CERTAIN ISSUES AND SUB-ISSUES “ARE NOT APPROPRIATE 

FOR ARBITRATION,” IS HE CORRECT? 

No. Mr. Pate incorrectly asserts that Issues 22 and 233 and their various sub- 

issues “are not appropriate for arbitration” and that “AT&T is attempting to 

circumvent the CCP [Change Control Process]. . . .This would allow AT&T to 

gain an unfair advantage over the other CLECs.. . .” Not only is this 

incorrect, as I will discuss, but this position is inconsistent with testimony 

given by Mr. Pate in an arbitration proceeding between BellSouth and AT&T 

in August 2000. 

’ Memorandum Opinion and Order, Application of BellSouth Corp., et al. Pursuant to Section 271 to 
Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in South Carolina, 13 FCC Red. 539 (1997), hereinafter 
“FCC South Carolina Order” and Memorandum Opinion and Order, Application of BellSouth 
Corporation, et al. for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Louisiana, 13 FCC Red. 20599 
(1998), hereinafter “FCC Louisiana II Order”. 
2 Initial Order Accepting BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.? Notice of Voluntary Dismissal and 
W ithdrawal. In Re: BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.? Entry Into Long Distance (InterLATA) 
Service In Tennessee Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunication Act of 1996. Docket No. 
97-00309, June 1, 1999. 
3 In prior arbitrations, Mr. Pate has also held that Issue 24 is also inappropriate for arbitration although 
he does not repeat that claim in his direct testimony in this docket. 

3 
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On page 45 of testimony which Mr. Pate filed in the AT&T-BellSouth 

Arbitration in North Carolina, Docket No. P-140, Sub 73 & P-646, Sub 7 

(Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-RI), Mr. Pate stated that BellSouth was negotiating 

with CLECs, including AT&T, to include compliance with the CCP in 

interconnection agreements. Any issue that is appropriate for negotiation and 

inclusion in interconnection agreements is also appropriate for arbitration. 

BellSouth has shown no reason to treat these issues differently from all of the 

other issues that are included in this arbitration and which were subject to 

negotiation with the intent of inclusion in the interconnection agreement. 

Mr. Pate has cited no authority for his position, but one need only look to the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 to determine that it is incorrect. 

Telecommunications companies are to negotiate “the particular terms and 

conditions of agreements to fulfill the duties” imposed by Section 251 of the 

Telecommunications Act, including “nondiscriminatory access to network 

elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, 

terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory . . ..” 

Section 25 l(a)( 1) and (c). BellSouth’s obligation to provide 

nondiscriminatory unbundled access to its OSS necessarily includes the terms 

and conditions under which BellSouth may change its OSS. Establishment of 

an adequate change management process for OSS systems and processes is 

absolutely critical to CLEC success in the marketplace and is a critical 

4 
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component of BellSouth’s provision of non-discriminatory treatment as 

required by the Act. 

Not only does the Telecommunications Act clearly require parties to 

negotiate in good faith all terms and conditions of their business relationship, 

but it just as clearly requires state regulatory authorities to arbitrate, without 

exception, all “open” or “unresolved” issues remaining after negotiation. 

Section 252(b)(l), 252(c). The Act therefore contemplates that issues such as 

change control and equivalent functionality will be negotiated between the 

parties and arbitrated by state regulatory authorities should those negotiations 

. fail . 

It is curious that BellSouth did not raise its concerns about appropriateness of 

this issue during the negotiation process, where change control and 

equivalent functionality for ordering and maintenance were frequently 

discussed. Importantly, it was during the negotiations that BellSouth asked 

AT&T to provide information on its desired change control process. 

At least one federal court has upheld the duty of a state regulatory authority 

to arbitrate all issues presented in an arbitration proceeding. The U.S. 

District Court for the Northern District of Florida recently reviewed a 

decision issued by the Florida Public Service Commission in an arbitration 

between BellSouth and MCI. Order on Merits issued June 6, 2000 in Case 

5 
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3 had refused to address an issue presented by MCI, in part, on the grounds that 

4 “the Telecommunications Act authorized arbitration only on ‘the items 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 The federal judge rejected the FPSC’s “narrow reading” of the Act’s 

10 arbitration provisions, explaining that: 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 

17 Citing Section 252(b)(4)(C) of the Act, the judge further held that when the 

18 state PSC undertook the arbitration, it was obligated to decide all issues: 

19 When the Florida Commission chose to act as the 
20 arbitrator in this matter, its obligation was ‘to resolve 
21 each item set forth in the petition and the response, if 
22 any’. 
23 (Id. at 33-34.) 

24 

25 

26 

27 

No. 4:97cv141-RII, AKI Telecommunications Corporcltion, et al. vs. 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., et al. (“MCI Order”). The Florida PSC 

enumerated to be arbitrated in Sections 251 and 252 of the Act, and matters 

necessary to implement those items.“’ The Florida PSC determined that the 

matter presented by MCI “was not such an item.” (AK1 Order at 32.) 

the right to arbitrate is as broad as the freedom to 
agree; any issue on which a party unsuccessfully seeks 
agreement [though negotiation] may be submitted to 
arbitration. . . . 
(Id. at 33.) 

BellSouth asks this Commission not to resolve the open issue of OSS 

functionality. For the reasons explained above, the Commission should reject 

BellSouth’s unlawful request. 

6 



1 

As will be discussed further below, BellSouth, not AT&T, is attempting to 2 

3 circumvent the purpose of the Change Control Process and its requirements. 

4 BellSouth attempts to utilize the Change Control Process as a shield to 

5 protect it from its failures to meet its obligations under the Act and 

consistently makes unilateral decisions regarding the process, over the 6 

7 protests of the CLEC community. 

8 

9 Additionally, BellSouth’s argument is inconsistent with its own desire to 

10 arbitrate issues that are also covered by region-wide plans. For example, 

11 BellSouth has developed its VSEEM performance measures plan which it 

12 proposes for region-wide application, yet in various jurisdictions it has also 

13 argued that this plan is ripe and appropriate for arbitration because any CLEC 

14 in any state could “pick and choose” to buy into the plan. If BellSouth’s 

15 regional performance measures plan is appropriate for arbitration, it is hard to 

16 understand BellSouth’s position that the Change Control Process and 

17 equivalent functionality for ordering and maintenance are not similarly ripe 

18 and appropriate for arbitration. 

19 

20 Issue 18: Has BellSouth provided suff’jcient customized routing in 

accordance with State and Federal law to allow it to avoid providing 

Operator ServicesLDirectory Assistance (“os/z)S”) as a UNE? 

21 

22 

23 
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Issue 19: Should BellSouth provide customized OUDA routing to AT&T 

for its UNE platform customers through a process that establishes common 

(infrastructure) elements in advance of customer orders and customer 

specijic elements using flow-through ordering? 

Q a 

A . 

MR. PATE AND MR. MILNER TESTIFY ABOUT BELLSOUTH’S 

UNDERSTANDING OF ISSUES 18 AND 19. IS BELLSOUTH’S 

UNDERSTANDING ACCURATE? 

No. Mr. Pate’s testimony on Issue 19 is both confusing and inaccurate, as is 

Mr. Milner’s testimony on Issue 18. It is difficult to understand why Mr. 

Pate and Mr. Milner continue to misrepresent AT&T’s request and position, 

since AT&T fully presented its position in my direct and rebuttal testimony 

and briefs in arbitration proceedings in North Carolina, Georgia, Florida and 

Tennessee. AT&T also has presented BellSouth with specific contract 

language detailing its requested procedures, yet Mr. Pate and Mr. Milner 

continue to insinuate that a single “default” routing to “unbranded” OS/DA 

will meet AT&T’s needs. In addition, both Mr. Pate and Mr. Mil 

that electronic ordering for customer specific OS/DA routing is 

available from BellSouth. It is not. 

ner claim 

presently 

As I discussed in my direct testimony on pages 23 through 27, the FCC 

clearly contemplated use of multiple customized OS/DA routings by CLECs 

and in its order, instructed BellSouth to accommodate the electronic ordering 
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of such arrangements through the uniform application of region wide 

“identifiers. ” Nevertheless, BellSouth has failed to provide electronic 

ordering for customer specific OS/DA routing, as discussed on pages 32 

through 37 of my direct testimony. 

BellSouth planned to make electronic OS/DA ordering available on an 

industry-wide basis in Release 8.0 of its ordering software, but in October, 

BellSouth made the unilateral decision to remove the capability from Release 

80 . . The extremely limited OS/DA ordering capability that BellSouth 

belatedly attempted to provide was intended to support a very limited AT&T 

test, and had no commercial applicability.4 

In their testimony in this docket, however, Mr. Milner and Mr. Pate attempt 

to convince this Commission that BellSouth reinstated electronic OS/DA 

ordering as originally planned. As stated above, this is not true. BellSouth 

has made no attempt to reintroduce the originally-planned capability, and in 

fact has been unable to provide even the limited “substitute” test support 

capability it attempted to introduce. In its hasty attempt to rescue Mr. 

Milner’s inaccurate Georgia testimony by substituting a form of electronic 

OS/DA ordering, however limited, BellSouth provided line class codes for 

one office (the SESS in which AT&T is conducting its test) but developed the 

4 As discussed in my direct testimony, the “substitute” OS/DA ordering capability planned by 
BellSouth would have been limited to AT&T’s UNE-P trial, in one office, using only one interface 
(EDI), to provide only “unbranded” BellSouth OS/DA, could not be used with live customers (even 
by AT&T), and would not support all possible order types. 

9 
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new software, screening, and lookup tables for another office (a DMS in the 

same wire center available to but not being used bv AT&T). 
J / U 

Exhibit JMB-10 of my direct testimony 

corrected the errors in its programming, it 

new software until changes in the testing 

shows that although BellSouth 

will not allow AT&T to test the 

agreement are negotiated. This 

requirement QIQ not exist m l\ovember wnen BellSouth “implemented” the 

software and was ready to accept AT&T’s test orders. BellSouth has not 

responded to AT&T’s February 9, 2001, e-mail asking for a clarification of 

this new requirement. Exhibit JMB-R2. Not a single order has been 

processed using this supposedly available software. Thus, in Release 8.0 it is 

still impossible to electronically order any form of customized OS/DA 

routing -- just as it always has been.5 

ON PAGES 16 THROUGH 18 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. PATE 

PRESENTS AND DISCUSSES HIS EXHIBITS RMP-2, RMP-3, AND 

RMP-4 IN AN ATTEMPT TO DEMONSTRATE THAT BELLSOUTH 

HAS PROVIDED THE INFORMATION THAT AT&T IS 

REQUESTING AND THAT BELLSOUTH HAS MADE THAT 

INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO THE CLEC COMMUNITY. 

PLEASE COMMENT. 

5 Even had BellSouth successfully implemented this limited test ordering capability, such success 
would not have provided commercial production capability to any CLEC. Additionally, the test 
capability only would result in routing to “unbranded” BellSouth OS/DA, but BellSouth must provide 

10 



1 A . Mr. Pate’s exhibits demonstrate clearly that BellSouth has not provided 

AT&T or any other CLEC with the information required to place any type of 

footprint request, or to submit electronically any customer-specific local 

service request for OS/DA routing. Further, when compared to the 

description of BellSouth’s use of USOCs for other types of services and 

features, Mr. Pate’s exhibits demonstrate that BellSouth is implementing 

software developments for electronic ordering of customer-specific OS/DA 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 routing that are needlessly complex and fail to utilize available software and 

processes. 9 

10 

11 In his exhibit RMP-2, Mr. Pate provides three versions of BellSouth’s 

proposed contract language. Only the last version (shown in the last three 12 

13 pages of his exhibit) is relevant because each version replaces the previous 

version. 6 The last section clearly reveals that BellSouth’s proposal is 

incomplete: “3.20.10 Electronic ordering of Line Class Codes will be 

14 

15 

16 negotiated between the parties once Line Class Codes are established.” 

Further reading of the proposal establishes that it provides only a process 

overview description, with no details as to the information required for 

AT&T to place a footprint request. A number of forms are referenced but 

17 

18 

19 

20 neither they nor their contents are provided or offered. My Exhibit JMB-R3 

shows AT&T’s proposed contract language for this section, which requires 21 

customized routing to an alternative provider’s platform if it wishes to engage in market-based pricing 
of its own OS/DA. 
6 These last three pages are identical to my Direct Exhibit JMB-3. 

11 
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BellSouth to provide the information and processes being requested in this 

arbitration. 

Further, BellSouth has revised its offered contract language twice since 

October, once on January 15, 2001, well before Mr. Pate’s testimony, and 

again on February 12, 2001, a fact Mr. Pate was unaware of when he 

appeared before the Florida PSC on February 15. BellSouth’s most recently 

offered contract language is even less specific than prior versions and has 

eliminated any commitments by BellSouth to implementation intervals. 

Exhibit JMB-R4. 

Mr. Pate’s exhibit RMP-3 is similar to the specification BellSouth provided 

to AT&T by e-mail on November 10, 2000, in its attempt to rescue Mr. 

Milner’s inaccurate Georgia testimony, as noted on pages 35-36 of my direct 

testimony and page 10 above. Mr. Pate’s document is dated November 16, 

2000, and the Change History Log on page 4 reflects changes to the 

document on November 14th and 1 6th that were not discussed with AT&T. In 

any event, as discussed above, this specification clearly does not provide 

electronic ordering for the full range of OS/DA options available to CLECs 

entering BellSouth’s market. Further, it needs to be pointed out that this type 

of specification is internal to BellSouth7, and is not the vehicle by which 

BellSouth communicates business rules and interface requirements to the 

7 Note the proprietary markings “PRIVATE/PROPRIETARY: No disclosure outside BellSouth except 
by written agreement .” 

12 
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documents such as the BellSouth Business Rules for Local Ordering and the 

BellSouth ED1 Specifications on BellSouth’s Interconnection Services Web 

Site. 

As I explained in my direct testimony, the FCC instructed BellSouth to 

accept region-wide indicators for CLECs’ customized OS/DA routing. Mr. 

Milner’s Georgia Affidavit (my Direct Exhibit 4) confirms that BellSouth 

easily could use Uniform Service Order Codes (“USOCs”) as indicators to 

identify a CLEC’s selection of customized OS/DA routing. As Mr. Milner 

explains in paragraph 17 of his affidavit, BellSouth uses USOCs, Field 

Identifier Codes (“FIDs”), the Line Class Code Assignment Module 

(“LCCAM”), and a system called MARCH, to assign Line Class Codes 

(“LCC”) to customer specific service requests. This same process could be 

used to assign LCCs to CLECs’ customized OS/DA routing requests. The 

“indicator” the FCC contemplated in its order, and which AT&T is 

requesting in this docket, is analogous to a USOC. BellSouth provides 

USOCs for all other services and elements it makes available to CLECs, and 

those USOCs are processed by LCCAM whether they are being used by 

BellSouth or a CLEC. 

Rather than use USOCs for AT&T’s customized OS/DA routing, however, 

BellSouth proposes a system unique to AT&T’s Operating Company Number 

13 



1 and MAN code, a specific switch, and specific NPA-NXXs within that 

switch. The methodology proposed by BellSouth clearly does not take 2 

3 advantage of the much simpler USOC-based process used for all other 

BellSouth and CLEC service requests. Additionally, BellSouth has proposed 

a system unique to AT&T, to be used for specific NPA/NXXs within that 

switch, as though AT&T had submitted a bona fide request for an individual 

process rather than a Change Request for a nondiscriminatory process 

available to all CLECs. BellSouth was unable to implement this “solution” 

for one switch; attempting to implement such a process for each requesting 

CLEC for each switch in which the CLEC plans to do business is unwieldy 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 and unnecessary. 

12 

13 Once again, it is important to remember that this software has not been 

demonstrated to function as designed, as AT&T has not been allowed to test 14 

15 it. 

16 

17 Mr. Pate presents a Carrier Notification letter as his exhibit RMP-4 and 

attempts to claim that this means that BellSouth has made OS/DA available 

to any CLEC. In fact, the letter grossly overstates what might have been 

available to AT&T if BellSouth had been successful (which it were not) in its 

attempt to provide limited test OS/DA ordering capability, and directs CLECs 

to their account team representative: “The ability to control branding on 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 Operator Assistance and Directory Assistance using specific Line Class 

14 
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Codes (LCC) was implemented for AT&T in Georgia. Other CLECs 

interested in this capability should contact their account team representative.” 

On page 18 of his testimony, Mr. Pate makes the further claim that his exhibit 

RMP-3 without the AT&T-specific information is applicable to any CLEC. 

However, if you remove the AT&T-specific information from RMP-3, there 

is nothing left of value to any CLEC. 

ON PAGES 16 AND 17 OF MR. PATE’S TESTIMONY, HE IMPLIES 

THAT THERE IS NO INDUSTRY STANDARD FOR ORDERING 

OS/DA ROUTING BUT STATES THAT BELLSOUTH HAS 

PROVIDED AN ELECTRONIC CAPABILITY TO AT&T. PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

As discussed above, Mr. Pate is absolutely wrong concerning the availability 

of electronic OS/DA ordering. Further, his comment regarding industry 

standards is irrelevant. Although the use of industry standards can meet the 

needs of a competitive local exchange market*, lack of industry standards 

does not excuse an incumbent LEC from meeting its obligation to provide 

nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions.’ Similarly, deploying an 

interface that merely adheres to industry standards is not sufficient to 

demonstrate nondiscriminatory access. A BOC must provide 

* FCC Ameritech Order 7 2 17; FCC BA-NY Order 7 88 
9 FCC South Carolina Order 7 12 1, n. 362. 
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nondiscriminatory access to its OSS functions irrespective of the existence of, 

or whether it complies with, industry standards.” 

Q a 

A . 

MR. MILNER’S TESTIMONY CLAIMS THAT BELLSOUTH IS NOT 

OBLIGATED TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO OPERATOR SERVICES 

AND DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE AT UNE RATES BECAUSE 

BELLSOUTH PROVIDES CUSTOMIZED ROUTING. IS HE 

CORRECT? 

No. As I discussed in my direct testimony on pages 38-45, BellSouth does 

not provide commercially viable customized OS/DA routing of CLEC calls 

to non-BellSouth platforms. And as I discussed above, there is no 

documented, repeatable, reliable process for placing footprint requests or 

submitting customer-specific orders. In addition, there are no working 

OS/DA routing arrangements in place anywhere within BellSouth’s nine 

states. 

Q a 

A . 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S AND 

MR. MILNER’S TESTIMONY REGARDING ISSUES 14 AND 15. 

BellSouth has mischaracterized AT&T’s position and the FCC’s orders 

regarding customized OS/DA routing. AT&T is entitled to customized 

routing, and the methods it has requested are reasonable, technically feasible, 

and anticipated by the FCC. Bell 

technology to route OS/DA call 

lo FCC Louisiana II Order 7 137. 

South has not provided the industry with 

s to third party platforms and to take 

16 
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advantage of different (more efficient, less costly) trunking options that might 

be available to it in different local exchange areas, LATAs and states through 

a commercially viable, timely and repeatable process. BellSouth therefore 

must provide CLECs with its own OS/DA as a UNE, at UNE rates. 

WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THE COMMISSION TO ORDER 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T asks the Commission to order BellSouth to provide AT&T with 

specific documented methods and procedures for each of the customized 

routing methods it purports to offer: unbranded at BellSouth’s platform, 

AT&T branded at BellSouth’s platform, and routed to a non-BellSouth 

platform using the two-part procedure requested by AT&T. The Commission 

also should require BellSouth to provide AT&T with ordering capability that 

will allow AT&T to place individual customer orders electronically, utilizing 

a single region-wide indicator for each routing option. The orders should 

flow through, and AT&T should not be required to place line class codes on 

any order, nor should AT&T be required to place any indicator on orders 

when only one arrangement exists in a given footprint area. BellSouth should 

be ordered to provide these capabilities within 6 months of the Commission’s 

order. 

Further, until such time as BellSouth can demonstrate that it is offering, as a 

practical matter, customized OS/DA routing to alternative providers, it should 

17 
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be required to continue to provide its own OS/DA services to CLECs as a 

UNE at UNE prices. 

Issue 22: Should the Change Control Process be sufJiciently 

comprehensive to ensure that there areprocesses to handle at a minimum 

the following situations: 

Issue Matrix 

introduction of new interfaces; 

retirement of existing interfaces; 

exceptions to the process; 

documentation, including training; 

defect correction; 

emergency changes; 

an eight step cycle, repeated monthly; 

a firm schedule for notifications associated with changes initiated 

by BellSouth; 

a process for dispute resolution including referral to state utility 

commissions or courts; 

a process for escalation of changes in process. 

Other Concerns 

k) Testing Support and Testing 

I) Provision of a Trouble Number for Type 1 Events 

18 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

m) 

4 

0) 

The Ability of BellSouth to Unilaterally Cancel or Reject a CLEC 

Request 

Change Review - Prioritization - Release Package Development 

and Approval 

The Process of Changing the Process, 

Q a 

A . 

ON PAGE 24, MR. PATE SUGGESTS THAT THE COMMISSION 

SHOULD ONLY GIVE GUIDANCE ON THESE ISSUES, RATHER 

THAN ORDER SPECIFIC CHANGES, IN ORDER TO AVOID 

STATE-TO-STATE CONFLICTS. DO YOU AGREE? 

No. In order for the change control process to become legally binding upon 

BellSouth and subject to effective regulatory oversight, this Commission 

must specifically order BellSouth to adopt the changes requested herein, 

direct BellSouth to comply with the process, and should specifically place the 

Change Control Document under its supervision. It should be no more 

difficult to avoid state-to-state conflicts regarding this process than any other 

process incorporated into an Interconnection Agreement or into BellSouth’s 

Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions (“SGAT”). If this 

Commission adopts BellSouth’s preferred approach, however, the Change 

Control Process will continue to be subject to BellSouth’s sole control. 

Q a IN ARGUMENTS AGAINST ARBITRATING THIS ISSUE, MR. 

PATE MAKES NUMEROUS ASSERTIONS THAT AT&T IS 
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ATTEMPTING TO “CIRCUMVENT THE COLLABORATIVE 

PROCESS.” IS THIS TRUE? 

No. AT&T is entitled to arbitrate this issue, as I have demonstrated above. 

Mr. Pate mischaracterizes AT&T’s actions and paints a misleading picture of 

the level of collaboration that exists today regarding the CCP. As BellSouth 

is well aware, AT&T and other CLECs continue to work with BellSouth to 

improve the CCP. Notably, Mr. Pate never states that AT&T is the sole 

CLEC requesting changes such as those sought in this arbitration. 

BellSouth, not AT&T, has circumvented the process by consistently making 

unilateral decisions regarding the process, over the protests of the CLEC 

community. In fact, other CLECs have expressed dissatisfaction with 

BellSouth’s Change Control Process, which is not as collaborative as 

BellSouth attempts to portray. See, for example, Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R5, 

which includes MCI and Sprint e-mails indicating disagreement with 

BellSouth’s establishment of a three month trial period for the I-CCP, the 

definition of defects and several other processes BellSouth had proposed. 

The e-mails also indicate MCI and Sprint’s concurrence with AT&T’s 

objection to BellSouth’s reclassification of “defects” as “features”. I have 

also attached minutes of the March 23, 2000 Steering Committee meeting, 

which lists eight items regarding which CLECs had expressed concerns 

(retirements, testing, documentation, notification methods, the expedited 

process, intervals for process steps, the definition of a defect, notification 
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contents). As shown in the minutes, these items were not addressed during 

the meeting, but were instead deferred until future meetings. Many of these 

issues are still under discussion today. Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R6. 

CAN YOU PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF INSTANCES IN WHICH 

BELLSOUTH FAILED TO FOLLOW ITS OWN CHANGE 

CONTROL PROCESS? 

Yes. I will provide four examples of instances in which BellSouth failed to 

follow the Change Control Process, although there are many more. 

1 . Issue 9G Business Rules: On August 30, 2000, BellSouth released 

Issue 9G of BellSouth’s Business Rules for Local Ordering (“BBR-LO”), 

which it admits includes significant changes that BellSouth did not submit to 

the CCP. (Direct Exhibit JMB-15.) Because BellSouth circumvented the 

CCP, CLECs were unable to make the required coding and process changes 

by the proposed October 2, 2000, implementation date. BellSouth 

nevertheless refused to withdraw these unapproved changes and implemented 

the software changes on October 2, 2000. In addition to rejecting the 

previously valid CLEC orders impacted by these unilaterally imposed 

changes, BellSouth’s software release also contained coding errors that 

caused the rejection of other types of CLEC orders. BellSouth ultimately 

corrected these additional errors and CLECs and BellSouth utilized manual 

workarounds until that CLEC coding could be accomplished. 

21 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2 . Unilateral Changes to Ordering Software: In my direct testimony, I 

provided an example of how BellSouth unilaterally decided to remove 

electronic OS/DA ordering functionality from Release 8 of its ordering 

software, in flagrant violation of the Change Control Process. Since that 

time, BellSouth has unilaterally decided to make other changes to Release 9 

and Release 10. At the November 13, 2000, Release 9 User Requirements 

Meeting, BellSouth announced that three features based on CLEC change 

requests and previously scheduled for Release 9 would not be included in the 

scope of the release, that it was probable that not all of them would even be in 

Release 10, and that Release 11 was yet to be scheduled. Further, BellSouth 

revealed that its implementation of UNE to UNE migrations (per its self- 

initiated CR-0030) would include only the capability to migrate from UNE-P 

to a UNE loop without number portability, the least likely 

if any other capability was desired, a new change request 

submitted. Exhibit JMB-R7 provides the minutes of 

scenario, and that 

would have to be 

the meeting, the 

associated change requests, and correspondence between AT&T and 

BellSouth related to the UNE to UNE migration feature. BellSouth later 

responded to AT&T’s December 15, 2000, change request to obtain the 

UNE-P to loop with number portability migration capability that meets 

CLEC business needs by indicating that its previous answer was wrong and 

that the capability actually exists in Release 9. BellSouth however has not 

provided any updated documentation describing how to use that capability. 
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Release 9 still contains no CLEC initiated change request implementations, 

and CLECs attempting to use the stealth the UNE to UNE capability are 

forced to use trial and error to discover the proper ordering method. 

3 . Preferential Treatment of BellSouth-Initiated Change Reauests: 

BellSouth recently implemented several software changes on a preferential 

basis, without following the Change Request Process. As shown in Exhibit 

JMB-R8, (a November 13, 2000, e-mail from Change Control to the CLECs 

forwarding BellSouth- initiated change requests 216, 217, 218 and 219), 

BellSouth submitted four “Type 4” (BellSouth initiated) change requests on 

November 1 3th* BellSouth targeted these changes for implementation in 

November 2000, in violation of the Change Control Process. None of the 

requests were scheduled for or subject to a prioritization review, as is 

required for all non-defect change requests. Various CCP log entries reflect 

that change requests 216, 218, and 219 were implemented as of December 

20, 2000? Only fixes for defects are entitled to this “fast track” treatment, 

yet BellSouth treated its own change requests in this preferential fashion. 

4 . AT&T’s Requested CCP Changes: BellSouth’s handling of requests 

to change the process following the August publication of Version 2.0 also 

discussion of this issue on pages 59-63 of my direct testimony. 
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These examples explain 

this issue. CLECs have 

Control Process, and Be1 1 

why AT&T has asked the Commission to arbitrate 

no recourse if BellSouth fails to follow the Change 

South has no incentive to follow it. 

Q a WHY DOES AT&T OBJECT TO BELLSOUTH’S REFUSAL TO 

FOLLOW THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS? 

A . BellSouth’s unique ability to ignore the process delays work on CLEC needs 

and limits the overall usefulness of the Change Control Process. Every single 

one of these “out of process” actions are costly to CLECs, who must 

repeatedly beg BellSouth to provide them with competitive functionalities, 

must program their systems for capabilities that may or may not be provided 

as promised, and must constantly revise business plans in response to 

BellSouth’s unilateral decisions. Additionally, BellSouth has ignored the 

process when it wants to “cut in line” ahead of CLECs to implement changes 

that benefit BellSouth alone, which clearly is anticompetitive. 

Q a ON PAGE 36, MR. PATE BEGINS A DISCUSSION OF THE 

OUTCOME OF THE JANUARY lo,2001 PROCESS IMPROVEMENT 

REVIEW MEETING AND SUBSEQUENT EVENTS THAT 

CONTINUES THROUGH PAGE 45. CAN YOU SUMMARIZE THE 

SIGNIFICANT OUTCOMES UPON WHICH THIS COMMISSION 

SHOULD FOCUS? 

I1 I was unable to find any record of 2 17 on the CCP Web Site. 
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Yes. This Commission should direct its attention to the new “baseline” 

version of the Change Control Process Document, Version 2.1.A published 

on February 16, 2001 and attached as Exhibit JMB-R9 as well as the new 

“working document” also published on February 16fh, which is attached as 

Exhibit JMB-RlO. These two documents taken together should reflect the 

BellSouth and AT&T/CLEC positions on the CCP Document and eliminate 

the need to consult several of the previous versions provided as exhibits in 

my and Mr. Pate’s direct testimony. I say “should” because my initial scan 

of the new “working document” indicates that it is incomplete and in at least 

two cases does not reflect the CLEC’s position. I have brought this issue to 

the attention of the BellSouth Change Control Team (Exhibit JMB-R- 15) and 

will be discussing all of the CLEC’s positions in the next Process 

Improvement Review Meeting on February 2 1,200 1. 

DOES THE NEW VERSION 2.1.A CCP DOCUMENT RESOLVE ANY 

OF THE SUB-ISSUES IN THIS ARBITRATION? 

Yes. Of the 15 sub-issues, Version 2.1 .A resolves 5 and partially resolves 2. 

Here is the status of the sub-issues in this arbitration following the 

publication of Version 2.1 .A. 

a) introduction of new interfaces; - OPEN 

4 retirement of existing interfaces; - RESOL VED 

4 exceptions to the process; - RESOL VED 

49 documentation, including training; - RESOLVED 
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defect correction; - Definition - RESOLVED, Cycle Time - OPEN 

emergency changes; - RESOLVED 

an eight step cycle, repeated monthly; - Number of Steps - 

RESOLVED, Cycle Time - OPEN 

a firm schedule for notifications associated with changes initiated 

by BellSouth; - OPEN 

a process for dispute resolution including referral to state utility 

commissions or courts; - OPEN 

a process for escalation of changes in process. - Cycle Time - 

OPEN 

Testing Support and Testing - OPEN 

Provision of a Trouble Number for Type 1 Events - RESOLVED 

The Ability of BellSouth to Unilaterally Cancel or Reject a CLEC 

Request - OPEN 

Change Review - Prioritization - Release Package Development 

and Approval - OPEN 

The Process of Changing the Process, - OPEN 

Q a MR. PATE MAKES FREQUENT REFERENCE TO THE MINUTES 

OF THE JANUARY 10,2001, MEETING TO SUPPORT HIS CLAIMS. 

SHOULD THIS COMMISSION RELY SOLEY UPON THE 

CONTENTS OF THESE OR ANY OTHER CCP MEETING MINUTES 

IN REACHING ITS DECISIONS? 
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A a No. As a matter of convenience, BellSouth’s CCP team prepares all CCP 

meeting minutes. Producing minutes for lengthy and free flowing dialogue is 

a difficult undertaking. I am certain that BellSouth’s team does its best to 

produce complete, accurate and unbiased minutes, however occasionally 

error and bias may appear. There is no standing process for the review or 

approval of CCP meeting minutes. Exhibit JMB-RI 1 is an e-mail I sent to 

BellSouth asking for clarification and amendment of the January 10, 2001, 

minutes. Mr. Pate, who does not attend CCP meetings, and this Commission 

should use caution when presented with the minutes of such meetings. 

Q a ON PAGE 39, MR. PATE’S TESTIMONY IMPLIES THAT ITEM 35 

WAS REMOVED FROM THE BALLOT TO PLACATE AT&T. IS 

THIS TRUE? 

A a No . I had worked hand-in-hand with the BellSouth CCP Team in the 

preparation of the ballot as the CLEC’s representative. BellSouth’s CCP 

Team and I had determined that the issue in item 35 - Changing the Process - 

was not ready to ballot, as both BellSouth’s and the CLEC’s positions were 

new or recently revised, . It appears to me that in the few hours between my 

last conversation with the CCP Team and the initial publication of the ballot 

others in BellSouth vetoed the CCP Team’s commitment to me. Subsequent 

to the publication of the ballot, I believe these other players came to 

understand that they had made an error in judgement. 
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ON PAGE 40, MR. PATE STATES THAT “THE SEVEN REMAINING 

‘CONTESTED CONSENSUS’ ITEMS, PLUS THE ITEM THAT HAD 

BEEN REMOVED FROM THE ORIGINAL BALLOT, WERE 

SCHEDULED FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION A THE NEXT 

MEETING TO BE HELD ON OR ABOUT FEBRUARY 21, 2001.” 

PLEASE COMMENT. 

This is misleading. The consensus reached as a result of the returned ballots 

was that all 34 items were approved and should therefore be adopted into the 

CCP document. However, BellSouth vetoed the CLECs’ votes on seven 

issues and implemented its own recommendation rather than the consensus. 

Further as I note in my e-mail at Exhibit JMB-R15, BellSouth has failed to 

include all seven issues and the full CLEC recommendation regarding 

changing the process in the new “working document”, thus attempting a 

preemptive veto over future discussion. 

ON PAGES 57-59 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. PATE DISCUSSES THE 

PRIORITIZATION MEETING, THE RELEASE PACKAGE 

MEETING, THE ACTIVITIES IN THE INTERVAL BETWEEN THE 

TWO, AND SUBSEQUENT ACTIVITIES LEADING TO 

IMPLEMENTATION OF A CHANGE REQUEST. IS HIS 

DESCRIPTION ACCURATE? 

No . On page 57, Mr. Pate indicates that in the interval between the 

Prioritization Meeting and the Release Package Meeting, BellSouth “provides 
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requirements and the technical references to the CLECs” and conducts face- 

to-face meetings or conference I calls “to discuss the programming and coding 

details for the changes.” Mr. Pate is wrong. BellSouth has never conducted 

these activities during this interval despite CLECs’ repeated requests that 

they do so. The e-mail at Exhibit JMB-R7 above discusses BellSouth’s 

failure to do so prior to its recent publication of the Release 9 specifications 

on November 13, 2000. The CCP doesn’t require the actions Mr. Pate 

discusses, and BellSouth doesn’t perform them. 

Similarly, Mr. Pate implies that BellSouth and the CLECs “jointly create the 

Approved Release Package.” While this is indeed the desired outcome, in 

practice, BellSouth simply dictates the contents of the release. 

On pages 58 and 59, Mr. Pate describes a notification letter process and states 
I 

that: “These letters are not intended to be 

CLEC software developers. As discussed 

CLECs with this information through other 

formal notification.” This simply isn’t the 

creation of the first process document in 

. 

technical references for use by 

previously, BellSouth provides 

sources well in advance of the 

experience of CLECs since the 

1998. KPMG recently posted 

Observation 21 to the Florida PSC Web Site dealing with this very subject; 

KPMG observed that “The distribution of Carrier Notification information 

associated with the BellSouth Change Control Process is not adequate. 

Furthermore, in BellSouth’s implementation of the process, significant 
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consistent process that provides CLECs with this type of information in a 

timely manner; and thus AT&T seeks the notification processes described in 

the “working document” Exhibit JMB-Rl 0. 

IN HIS DISCUSSION OF NEW INTERFACES MR. PATE MAKES A 

DISTINCTION BETWEEN “INTRODUCTION” AND 

“DEVELOPMENT”’ OF NEW INTERFACES. DOES THE CCP 

INCLUDE ANY SUCH DISTINCTION? 

Mr. Pate states that the “introduction” of new interfaces is subject to the CCP 

but “development” of those interfaces is not. This distinction is not 

supported by the CCP itself, which refers only to “introduction” of interfaces. 

BellSouth makes this distinction because it wants to exclude development of 

new interfaces and processes from the CCP (as did the old EICCP). 

BellSouth’s continued exclusion of the development of new interfaces and 

processes from the CCP guarantees repeated deployment of interfaces and 

processes that do not meet the needs of the CLECs and are wasteful of the 

industry’s limited resources. 

On pages 60-62 of his testimony, Mr. Pate attempts to justify BellSouth’s 

actions using excuses that are both flimsy and downright paranoid: 
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“BellSouth must have flexibility to develop interfaces to meet 

industry standards and regulatory requirements.” 

“new development is too critical to risk being stymied in the process 

by CLEC disagreement.” 

“the nature of the CCP is such that if developing interfaces were 

included in the CCP, CLECs with no intention of using such 

interfaces could game the process by voting for additional features 

and functionality that would increase the time and cost to BellSouth 

and rival CLECs to implement them.” 

This Commission should turn a deaf ear to such excuses, for which BellSouth 

has provided no basis in fact. CLECs - the customers of BellSouth and the 

ultimate beneficiaries of the Change Control Process - must be accorded an 

opportunity to participate in the development of interfaces and processes that 

will serve them. 

YOU HAVE STATED THAT BELLSOUTH’S EXCLUSION OF NEW 

INTERFACES GUARANTEES REPEATED DEPLOYMENT OF 

INTERFACES AND PROCESSES THAT DO NOT MEET THE 

NEEDS OF THE CLECS AND ARE WASTEFUL OF THE 

INDUSTRIES LIMITED RESOURCES. CAN YOU PROVIDE 

EXAMPLES? 
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A . Yes. AT&T’s customers have been victimized by BellSouth’s secretive 

development of new OSS interfaces, specifically, BellSouth’s Local Number 

Portability Gateway (“LNP-GTWY”) and the processes supporting local 

number portability (“LNP”). I discussed two examples in my direct 

testimony on pages 68-70. 

Q a ARE THERE OTHER PROBLEMS WITH LOCAL NUMBER 

PORTABILITY PROCESSES AND THE LNP GATEWAY THAT 

RESULT FROM BELLSOUTH’S DEVELOPMENT PROCESS? 

A . Yes. The 

were deve 1 

addition to 

local number portability processes and the LNP Gateway itself 

oped by BellSouth outside the Change Control Process. In 

the customer-impacting process problems discussed above, I will 

describe how the LNP Gateway also denies CLECs and regulators of 

BellSouth in all nine states the processes and data needed to meet business 

and regulatory requirements. 

The LNP Gateway itself was placed into service in August/September 1998, 

without the first scrap of technical documentation about its operation or 

location in the flow of processing CLECs’ LNP-related orders. Historically, 

BellSouth has placed systems that must communicate with other systems 

external to BellSouth on the “downstream” side of its Service Order Control 

System (“SOCS”). Examples include communication with BAPCO for 

directory listings, communication with its 9 11 database vendor, and 
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signaling system and other databases such as the Line Information Database 

(“LIDB”). 

Given that the Local Exchange Ordering (“LEO”) and Local Exchange 

Service Order Generator (“LESOG”) were already in place and operational 

for CLEC-originated local service requests, and in the absence of any 

specifications about the LNP-GTWY, CLECs made the logical assumption 

that LNP-GTWY had also been designed and placed “downstream” from 

sots. 

Many months later, however, through continued questioning associated with 

various anomalies in processing LNP orders, the industry discovered that the 

LNP-GTWY was “upstream” from SOCS. The LNP-GTWY had in fact been 

developed and placed in the CLEC service request process flow to replace 

LEO-LESOG when a CLEC service request contained a request for LNP. 

Without any notice to CLECs, BellSouth had placed a “router” between the 

CLEC interfaces (EDI, TAG and LENS) and the two possible paths a CLEC 

LSR could now take, the LEO-LESOG path or the LNP-GTWY path. It is 

impossible to measure the wasted CLEC resources and CLEC customer ill 

will that resulted from BellSouth’s decision to develop the LNP process and 

LNP Gateway without CLEC input. 
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The LNP-GTWY path processes only LSR’s that include requests to port a 

number away from BellSouth to a CLEC. This includes two types of LSRs: 

those that request migration of a loop and porting of the associated telephone 

number (Reqtype B) and those that request the porting of a telephone number 

without its associated loop. (Reqtype C) 

BellSouth’s development of the LNP-GTWY Reqtype B (loop + number) 

process does not use the same business rules that are in place in the LEO- 

LESOG path for migration of the loop. Further, the LNP-GTWY does not 

collect or report the same process data as does the LEO-LESOG path despite 

the fact that regulatory data requirements do not differentiate between LNP 

orders and “regular” orders, and the fact that CLECs’ business needs for data 

are identical. Thus, the LNP interface and process fails to collect data that 

would allow CLECs and state regulatory authorities to determine whether the 

system provides nondiscriminatory access to CLECs, and to target 

improvements where necessary. Open development would have provided the 

opportunity to ensure that such data is collected. 

ARE YOU AWARE OF OTHER NEW INTERFACE DEVELOPMENT 

THAT BELLSOUTH IS CONDUCTING OUTSIDE OF THE CHANGE 

CONTROL PROCESS? 

Yes. As discussed in my direct testimony, BellSouth is developing three 

maintenance interfaces: DLEC TAFI, CPSS-TA and E-Repair. While 
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BellSouth has “introduced” these developments to the CLEC industry 

through a presentation to the October 25,2000, Monthly Status meeting, even 

that introduction was not in accord with the requirements of the CCP. 

Additionally, BellSouth is engaged in the development of new interfaces and 

capabilities to support xDSL services and line sharing outside the CCP. Mr. 

Pate recently filed testimony in Tennessee and Georgia that addresses the 

extensive nature of these developments. I have attached his Georgia 

testimony as Exhibit JMB-R12. Once again, BellSouth has elected to allow 

CLECs only limited participation and input, even though these interfaces are 

being developed specifically for CLEC use. Exclusion of CLECs from the 

process typically results in an architecture that further complicates the 

processing of CLEC LSRs. Exhibit JMB-R13. 

From the explanations and claims made in Mr. Pate’s Georgia testimony, 

(which sounds largely like its vendor’s sales pitch), it seems possible 

BellSouth’s development of xDSL and line sharing support services could 

have a broader scope of applicability, perhaps to all types of CLEC orders, 

but Mr. Pate does not discuss the reasons BellSouth has elected not to use the 

existing systems for xDSL and line sharing. Those reasons include design 

deficiencies, unsatisfactory performance, capacity concerns, future plans to 

migrate all CLEC transactions to the Telcordia vendor solution, future plans 

to migrate BellSouth’s retail transactions to the new architecture, among 
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others. However, since development is occurring largely out of sight of the 

CLEC industry without the ability for an open dialogue under the CCP, 

CLECs are being denied any possibility of timely evaluation and input. 

Q a ON PAGE 76, MR. PATE BEGINS A DISCUSSION OF THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE CLEC TEST ENVIRONMENT, AND 

STATES THAT YOU ARE THE CREATOR OF MINOR ACTION 

ITEMS, IMPLYING THAT IN SOME WAY THIS HAS BEEN 

HARMFUL TO THE DEVELOPMENT EFFORT. PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

A a Exhibit JMB-R14 shows the BellSouth-produced CLEC Test Environment 

User Requirements and Issue Log that BellSouth provided to CLECs in 

advance of the January 17th and 1 8th meetings. These are BellSouth’s 

documents and they contain conflicting information that I questioned during 

the January 18th meeting. BellSouth’s representatives to the meeting were 

unable to explain the various discrepancies and created action items for 

themselves to provide responses to the industry. The implementation date for 

this test environment has now slipped from the March 3 1, 2001, date 

discussed in the meetings and to which Mr. Pate refers at line 20 of page 76, 

until some unspecified date in the second quarter. 

page 63) Due to this slippage, BellSouth would like 

open items in the section of the CCP document dea 

(See Exhibit JMB-RlO, 

to defer the resolution of 

ing with the CLEC Test 
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Environment, even though many of the issues could and should be resolved 

in advance of its implementation. 

ON PAGE 78, MR. PATE DENIES THAT BELLSOUTH HAS OR 

WOULD EVER USE A “VETO” POWER OVER CLEC CHANGE 

REQUESTS. PLEASE COMMENT. 

As discussed above, BellSouth has expressly reserved to itself a veto and has 

not hesitated to use it in relationship to change requests associated with 

changing the process (Exhibit RMP-15, page 2). Further, BellSouth even 

engages in “proactive” vetoing of CLEC proposals. In publishing the 

“working document” version of the CCP, BellSouth knowingly failed to 

included CLEC Recommendations. Two examples are highlighted in the e- 

mail attached as Exhibit JMB-R15. Additionally, BellSouth continues to 

reserve this same right for itself in the processing of standard change requests 

as in reflected in Exhibit JMB-RIO on pages 24-25. 

ON PAGE 79, LINES 13-16, MR. PATE NOTES THAT THERE IS A 

PROCESS FOR “A GROUP OF CLEC’S (BUT NOT JUST A SINGLE 

CLEC)” TO ESCALATE THE RESOLUTION OF DISPUTES. DOES 

THE CCP LIMIT CLEC’S ABILITY TO ESCALATE 

INDIVIDUALLY? 
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1 A a No. There is no such language, limitation or concept anywhere within the 

CCP Document. The first time I heard a BellSouth employee state this 2 

3 concept was during BellSouth’s opening statement at the Florida AT&T 

4 Arbitration Hearing on February 14, 200 1. This is another example of 

5 creative unilateral process revision by BellSouth. 

6 

7 Qa HAS THERE BEEN AN INCREASE IN CHANGE CONTROL 

ACTIVITY DURING 2000? 

Yes. The emphasis placed on Change Control by the FCC in its New York 

8 

9 A. 

10 and Texas 271 decisions, and by KPMG in the Georgia and Florida Third 

11 Party Tests served as an impetus to BellSouth to take change control off the 

back burner and turn up the heat - things have been boiling ever since. 12 

13 Activity, however, should not be confused with success or real improvement 

14 in meeting the CLECs’ business needs. The various Change Control Logs 

15 included in Exhibit JMB-RI6 provide a source of considerable information. 

16 

17 First, I will contrast change control in 1999 with change control in 2000 at a 

18 very high and simplistic level. In 1999, there were 14 officially recognized 

19 change requests; in 2000, there have been 257 (as of December 20,200O). 

20 

21 In 1999, BellSouth submitted no change control requests, and many areas, 

including defects were outside the scope of the process. Here is the 

disposition of the 14 CLEC requests submitted in 1999. 

22 

23 

38 



1 1999 CLEC Change Request Disposition at Year End 2000 

2 

3 The two pending change requests12 were both submitted well over a year ago, 

4 on September 12, 1999. Despite having been accepted and prioritized, they 

5 still do not have an implementation commitment from BellSouth. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 

13 BellSouth’s various Change Control logs do not reconcile to each other. 

14 Sixteen submitted change requests appear not to have been captured in any 

15 category. In constructing this matrix, I used the December 20, 2000 active 

16 log and archived log, to count the total entries in each category, count the 

17 entries identified as BellSouth initiated and then subtract to get the CLEC 

18 total - this of course assigns all missing CRs as belonging to the CLECs. 

1 Submitted 1 Implemented Cancelled 1 Pending Scheduled 
14 5 2 2 5 (Release 10, 

June 30,200l) 

In 2000, BellSouth submitted its first ever change request, and the scope of 

requests BellSouth would accept expanded, including defect correction 

requests. 

Year 2000 Change Request Disposition 

Submitted Implemented Cancelled Pendin Scheduled “New” Defect 
g 

Total 257 (241) 84 69 32 16 23 17 
BellSouth 96 41 20 15 7 4 9 
CLECs 162 43 49 17 9 19 8 

(149 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Using the 241 submissions that can be tracked using the logs we can make a 

number of observations. 

0 

0 

0 

after two years of submitting no change requests, BellSouth is now 

clearly the largest single user of the process. 

BellSouth initiated CRs account for 49% of all implementations. 

a significantly higher percentage of BellSouth initiated CRs are in 

implemented, pending or scheduled status than are CLEC initiated 

requests: 

. BellSouth:65% (63 of 96) 

. CLECs 43 - 48% (69 of 145 or 69 of 162, depending 

on which data is used) 

A further analysis of implemented BellSouth CRs reveals that 29 of the 41 or 

71% were “defects”, not including cases, as described above, where 

BellSouth implemented Type 4 changes as if they were defects, thus 

disguising their true nature. In contrast, only 17 (40%) of the implemented 

CLEC CRs originated as defects. Many of BellSouth’s CRs appear to be 

related to KPMG findings in the two ongoing Third Party Tests. BellSouth’s 

use of the process in this manner may not be in the best interests of the 

CLECs. 

l2 Parsed CSRs and an electronic process for correcting dropped 411 listings. 
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1 Q a PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S 

2 TESTIMONY REGARDING THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS. 

3 A. While Mr. Pate attempts to portray AT&T as a renegade trying to circumvent 

an otherwise cooperative and collaborative process, the truth is that BellSouth 

simply has been unable to obtain CLEC agreement for the process it 

proposes. As the multiple examples in my testimony illustrate, several 

CLECs have been asking for changes, but BellSouth continues to exercise 

exclusive control over the process, thus preventing true collaboration from 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

taking place. 9 

10 

Mr. Pate’s testimony also glosses over the deficiencies in the process by 

providing high-level overviews and citing obscure examples that are not 

indicative of the process. But as my direct and rebuttal testimony clearly 

11 

12 

13 

14 illustrate, the current process is fraught with deficiencies that allow critical 

problems to languish, CLEC requests to be denied unilaterally, and even 

agreed-upon changes to move unnecessarily at a snail’s pace such that 

months, and even more than a year, can pass before change requests are 

15 

16 

17 

18 implemented. 

19 

20 Q. WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THAT THE COMMISSION DO 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T requests that the Commission correct these deficiencies by adopting 

the CLEC recommendations in the “working document” version of the CCP 

21 

22 A. 

23 
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14 Q. 

15 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

attached as Exhibit JMB-RIO in the context of whatever is the then-most- 

current version of the Change Control document (Version 2.1.A at this 

writing), and by ordering BellSouth to comply with these documents. 

Issue 23: What should be the resolution of the following OSS issues 

currently pending in the change control process but not yet provided? (The 

Equivalent OSS Issue) 

a) parsed customer service records for pre-ordering? 

b) ability to submit orders electronically for all services and elements? 

c) electronic processing after electronic ordering, without subsequent 

manual processing by BellSouth personnel? 

ON PAGE 84 OF HIS TESTIMONY MR. PATE OFFERS A 

DEFINITION OF “PARSE.” SHOULD THIS COMMISSION ADOPT 

MR. PATE’S DEFINITION? 

No. Mr. Pate’ definition is clearly self-serving. As I describe in my direct 

testimony on pages 84 and 85, industry standards call for the transmittal of 

parsed CSR information in response to CLEC queries, and BellSouth requires 

CLECs to transmit parsed information to them in compliance with those same 

industry standards when placing orders. Because BellSouth fails to meet 

industry parsing standards, Mr. Pate has attempted to define the problem 

away. 
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1 

2 The Commission should reject BellSouth’s attempt to provide less than 

parity. BellSouth exchanges (transmits and receives) parsed CSR data 3 

4 internally in its daily operations. BellSouth’s systems thus are able 

5 automatically to populate its own retail orders, saving time and expense, and 

providing a greater level of accuracy. Because BellSouth provides parsed 6 

7 CSR data to its customer service representatives, it also is required to provide 

the same functionality to AT&T. 8 

9 

10 Mr. Pate argues that BellSouth has met its obligation to provide 

nondiscriminatory access because “BellSouth provides CLECs the CSR data 

in the same manner that it provides the data to itself for use by the BellSouth 

retail units.” Pate testimony at pages 85 and 87. Mr. Pate thus attempts to 

introduce an artificial wholesale/retail distinction, and hopes the Commission 

will overlook the functionalities that BellSouth provides within its retail 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 operations, such as parsed CSRs. 

17 

18 Mr. Pate also argues that AT&T can use its own systems to parse the 

unparsed CSR data provided by BellSouth. This argument is not only 

irrelevant (because it ignores BellSouth’s obligation to provide parsed data 

on a non-discriminatory basis), but often incorrect. Only if BellSouth 

provides AT&T with data that contains delimiters, and also provides the rules 

by which the fields represented by the delimiters can be determined, can 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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21 

AT&T separate BellSouth’s unparsed data and place it in the appropriate 

fields. For example, Mr. Pate discusses the “customer’s listed name” field 

on page 85 of his testimony. BellSouth provides this information to AT&T 

in one field, without delimiters, so AT&T’s systems cannot parse this data. 

Yet BellSouth requires AT&T to submit an ordering form in which the 

customer name must be shown in a minimum of two fields, forcing AT&T to 

separate this information manually. l3 Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R17. 

Thus AT&T is unable to reliably automatically populate its service orders 

with the CSR information BellSouth currently provides to CLECs, but 

BellSouth is able to automatically populate its own service orders. Mr. Pate’s 

new defmition should be rejected. 

Q a 

A . 

ON PAGES 88 THROUGH 90 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. PATE 

DESCRIBES HIS VIEW OF THE STATUS OF AT&T’S CHANGE 

REQUEST FOR PARSED CSRS. DO YOU HAVE ANY 

COMMENTS? 

Yes. Mr. Pate accurately states that AT&T presented its change request for 

parsed CSRs via the change control process in September, 1999. However, 

AT&T and other CLECs first made this request to BellSouth in September, 

1998, a full year earlier, as part of its requirements for the OSS99 upgrade. 

l3 Mr. Pate appears to indicate in his testimony that AT&T’s request is inappropriate and unnecessary 
because BellSouth “retains the customer’s listed name as a complete field”, e.g. “Pate, Ronald M.” 
BellSouth’s decision to “retain” information as one field is irrelevant. It provides its customer service 
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BellSouth refused to include parsed CSRs in the upgrade, and thus AT&T 

had to resubmit its request through change control. As Mr. Pate indicates, 

this was one of eleven pending change requests prioritized by the CLECs, 

and it received the number one ranking by the group for the TAG interface. 

Despite CLEC agreement on the high priority of this request, it has been 

languishing ever since. A review of the September 28, 1999 meeting 

minutes, provided in Mr. Pate’s Exhibit RMP-27, shows that this change 

request was targeted for implementation in April, 2000. Others were 

requested in similar time frames, and still others were to be completed as 

soon as possible (“ASAP”). However, to date, BellSouth has only 

implemented four of the eleven change requests prioritized in September 

1999, although it has implemented a total of 76 other change requests of 

varying types since that meeting. 

Mr. Pate implies that CLEC reprioritization is the cause of this lengthy delay, 

rather than BellSouth’s actions. Mr. Pate is wrong. BellSouth made the 

unilateral decision to downgrade this important request, and announced its 

decision to the CLECs. Thus, the March 29, 2000 change control meeting 

minutes (Pate Exhibit RMP-28) show that the status of AT&T’s request was 

downgraded from “Targeted for release 4/20/2000” to “Subteam being 

formed to perform planning and analysis during 2000.” As noted above, 

CLECs voted parsed CSRs as their number one priority for TAG interface 

representatives with parsed CSRs, so BellSouth’s systems may automatically populate retail orders. 
BellSouth thus is obligated to provide AT&T with this same functionality. 
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changes during the September 18, 1999 meeting, and they have never re- 

prioritized this issue. During the September 18, 2000, Release Package 

Meeting, BellSouth again downgraded and delayed the implementation of 

this change, and now states that “Parsed CSR could possibly be implemented 

with Release 10.0 in May 2001.” On December 5,2000, BellSouth published 

its proposed schedule to the sub-team mentioned above, showing a planned 

implementation date of December 3 1, 2001, for parsed CSRs! Exhibit JMB- 

R18. Mr. Pate notes correctly on page 90 of his testimony that BellSouth has 

now informed the CLECs that this implementation date has been improved to 

the indefInite “summer 2001 timeframe.” Therefore, due to BellSouth’s 

unilateral control of this process, a request that has been pending for two 

years now has an indefInite implementation date over three years from the 

CLEC’s original request. 

(b) ability to submit orders electronically for all services and elements? 

MR. PATE STATES IN HIS TESTIMONY THAT NON- 

DISCRIMINATORY ACCESS DOES NOT REQUIRE THAT ALL 

LSRS BE SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY. HE FURTHER 

STATES THAT BELLSOUTH’S OWN RETAIL PROCESSES OFTEN 

INVOLVE MANUAL PROCESSES, AND THEREFORE THERE IS 

NO REQUIREMENT THAT EVERY LSR HAS TO BE SUBMITTED 

ELECTRONICALLY. PLEASE COMMENT. 
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Mr. Pate uses an apples-to-oranges comparison in an attempt to convince the 

Commission that BellSouth is treating AT&T the same as it treats itself. 

However, a careful reading of his testimony reveals the lack of candor in 

BellSouth’s position. When Mr. Pate addresses AT&T’s requirements, he 

correctly notes that AT&T wants to be able to submit all orders 

electronically. However, when he discusses BellSouth’s own ordering 

capability, he broadens his terminology from actual order submission and 

instead uses the terms “manual processing” and “manual handling” of 

BellSouth orders, which are not the same thing as order submission. 

Additionally, although he admits that the manual processing and handling of 

which he speaks occur as part of the order preparation process, not as part of 

the order submission process, he goes on to imply that because the manual 

pre-ordering processes are substantially the same for both retail and CLEC 

orders, that BellSouth is providing an equivalent ordering process. Mr. 

Pate’s admission is simply irrelevant to the ordering process. 

AT&T does not dispute that both its requests for service and BellSouth’s 

requests for service involve some level of manual collection of information 

and order preparation before input into each company’s respective ordering 

systems. But after an order is prepared, BellSouth has the ability - which 

AT&T does not -- to input that order into its ordering system. What AT&T is 

asking for itself is to be able to submit its orders electronically, once 
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1 prepared, just as BellSouth does for its customers. BellSouth continues to 

2 

3 

4 Qa 

5 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

refuse to provide that non-discriminatory capability. 

WHY IS ELECTRONIC ORDER SUBMISSION IMPORTANT TO 

AT&T? 

As I stated in my direct testimony, lack of electronic ordering increases the 

possibility of errors, extends intervals, and increases costs. Electronic 

ordering allows a CLEC to populate its own databases simultaneously with 

providing an order to BellSouth. A manual process, however, requires two 

steps: an order must be provided to BellSouth, and the appropriate ordering 

information be separately input into AT&T’s internal OSS. 

MR. PATE USES EXHIBITS RMP-34 AND RMP-35 TO ATTEMPT 

ILLUSTRATE THAT “BELLSOUTH PROVIDES CLECS THE 

ABILITY TO ORDER COMPLEX SERVICES IN SUBSTANTIALLY 

THE SAME TIME AND MANNER AS IT PROVIDES TO ITS 

RETAIL CUSTOMERS.” PLEASE COMMENT. 

Mr. Pate’s exhibits do not achieve that goal. As the unshaded (electronic) 

blocks in each exhibit demonstrate, the CLEC simply does not place its 

orders as BellSouth does. Rather, as the two exhibits clearly indicate, 

BellSouth submits both its own electronic order and the CLEC’s order, 

thereby denying CLECs the advantages of electronic order submission as 

described above. For Mr. Pate’s diagrams actually to depict a 
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nondiscriminatory process, the block on Exhibit 34, presently labeled “CSA - 

ORDER ENTRY INTO DOE” would have to show and accurately represent 

input of the order by the CLEC employee into the CLEC sales and marketing 

interface. 

Mr. Pate’s exhibits reveal an additional area of discrimination. The 

BellSouth retail order is processed using BellSouth’s new Regional Ordering 

System (ROS), while the CLEC order is processed using the former system, 

Direct Order Entry (DOE). In his description of ROS, Mr. Pate indicates 

ROS “utilizes software to compare each FID contained within the service 

order to corresponding SOER edits.” It is highly unlikely that BellSouth 

would have gone to the expense of deploying a new ordering system such as 

ROS if it were not superior to the old one. Yet BellSouth is not using that 

superior capability for CLEC orders. Thus, in actuality, Mr. Pate’s exhibits 

depict that a CLEC orders complex services in a very different (and 

discriminatory) “manner” when compared to BellSouth. 

(c): Electronic processing after electronic ordering, without subsequent 

manual processing by BellSouth personnel. 

20 

21 Q a MR. PATE STATES IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGE 98 LINES 23-25 

22 THAT NON-DISCRIMINATORY ACCESS DOES NOT REQUIRE 

23 THAT ALL LSRS BE SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY FLOW 
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1 THROUGH BELLSOUTH’S SYSTEMS WITHOUT MANUAL 

2 INTERVENTION. DO YOU AGREE? 

3 

4 

A . Absolutely not. The Act and the FCC require that BellSouth provide non- 

discriminatory access to its OSS. Because all of BellSouth’s orders are 

5 capable of flow through, the CLECs’ orders must be provided with the same 

6 capability. Further Mr. Pate is hoping that he can sufficiently misdirect this 

7 Commission from the findings of the FCC and other state regulators in 

8 BellSouth’s territory regarding BellSouth’s OSS. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

In 1997, the Florida Public Service Commission (“FPSC”) made its own 

independent investigation into the OSS BellSouth was offering to the CLEC 

community and found them lacking. In its order that Commission established 

13 the criteria BellSouth would have to meet in order to demonstrate that its 

14 

15 

16 

offered OSS were providing nondiscriminatory access, and determined that 

BellSouth must provide electronic interfaces that require no more human or 

manual intervention for CLECs than for BellSouth: 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Upon consideration, we 
required to demonstrate to 
FCC, that its interfaces 
access to OSS functions. 
Bradbury stated that there 4. . . l 1 0 

believe that BellSouth is 
this Commission and to the 
provide nondiscriminatory 

Although AT&T witness 
are five characteristics of a Iv 4 l 1 l 1 non-discriminatory interface, we find it appropriate to 

recognize four of those characteristics. We find that 
each interface must exhibit the following 
characteristics to be in compliance with the 
nondiscriminatory standards of the Act. They are: Q 
the interface must be electronic. The interface must 
require no more human or manual intervention 
than is necessarilv involved for BellSouth to 
perform a similar transaction itself; 2) the interface 
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14 Mr. Pate, however, attempts to confuse this issue by introducing BellSouth’s 

15 own definition of CLEC flow-through. 

16 

17 Q. 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 BellSouth’s modifications to the FCC’s definition of flow-through, which is 

25 discussed below. 

26 

27 Q. DOES MR. PATE DEFINE OR DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH’S RETAIL 

28 FLOW-THROUGH? 

must provide the capabilities necessary to perform 
functions with the same level of quality, efficiency, 
and effectiveness as BellSouth provides to itself; 3) the 
interface must have adequate documentation to allow 
an ALEC to develop and deploy systems and 
processes, and to provide adequate training to its 
employees; and, 4) the interface must be able to meet 
the ordering demand of all CLECs, with response 
times equal to that which BellSouth provides itself. 
(DOCKET NO. 960786-TL; ORDER NO. PSC-97- 
1459-FOF-TL; ISSUED: November 19, 1997, pages 
101 and 177-178, emphasis added.) 

HOW DOES BELLSOUTH DEFINE CLEC FLOW-THROUGH? 

On page 99 of his testimony, Mr. Pate indicates that CLEC flow-through 

occurs when a “complete and correct electronically submitted LSR is sent 

via one of the CLEC ordering interfaces (EDI, TAG, or LENS), flows 

through the mechanical edit checking and LESOG system, is mechanically 

transformed into a service order by LESOG, and is accepted by the SOCS 

without any human intervention.” The portions shown in bold are 
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16 Q. IS BELLSOUTH’S DEFINITION OF FLOW-THROUGH 

17 CONSISTENT WITH THE FCC’S DEFINITION? 

18 A. No. BellSouth has significantly both embellished and restricted the FCC’s 

19 definition for its own purposes. The FCC’s definition is found in paragraph 

20 107 of the LA11 Order: 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

No . However, the flow-through process for BellSouth shares many 

commonalties with the CLEC flow-through process. The following is a 

description of BellSouth flow-through, using the common areas depicted in 

bold from the CLEC flow-through description above. Information specific to 

BellSouth’s retail flow-through is shown in italics: 

Retail flow-through occurs when a complete and correct 

electronically submitted LSR is sent via one of the retail ordering 

systems (ruVS, ROS, or DOE), flows through the mechanical edit 

checking, and is accepted by the Service Order Control System 

(SOCS). 

As will be described below, all BellSouth orders are capable of flow through 

between its ordering systems and SOCS, while only some CLEC orders are 

allowed to do so. 

A competing carrier’s orders “flow through” if they are 
transmitted electronically through the gateway and 
accepted into BellSouth’s back office ordering systems 
without manual intervention. 
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1 While BellSouth maintains that all it has done with its revision of the FCC’s 

2 simple definition is to make it specific to BellSouth’s systems, it has in fact 

introduced significant requirements beyond the FCC%. 3 

4 

5 The central concept of FCC’s definition (which it should be noted addressed 

6 only flow-through for CLEC service requests) can be restated to encompass 

7 both CLEC and BellSouth retail processes without introducing any spurious 

8 restrictions: 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

A service request that is input to a sales and marketing 
interface by the manual actions of a CLEC or 
BellSouth employee and subsequently sent to and 
accepted by BellSouth’s Service Order Control System 
(“SOCS”) without any further human intervention has 
flowed-through. 

16 Using this description, it is easy to see that all BellSouth retail service 

17 requests input to BellSouth’s RNS or ROS sales and marketing interfaces are 

18 capable of flow-thorough to SOCS, while only a portion of CLEC service 

19 requests sent electronically to BellSouth are allowed to do so. In exactly the 

20 same way, all BellSouth retail service requests input to the systems that 

21 preceded ROS, DOE and SONGS, were capable of flow-through. 

22 

23 Q. IN APRIL OF 1999, AFTER 20 MONTHS OF REPORTING FLOW 

24 THROUGH FOR ITS BUSINESS ORDERS, BELLSOUTH STOPPED 

25 REPORTING THAT DATA AND DECLARED THAT IT HAD 
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18 
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20 

DISCOVERED THAT ITS RETAIL BUSINESS ORDERS DID NOT 

HAVE FLOW THROUGH. IS THIS A VALID ARGUMENT? 

No. It is plain to see that all of BellSouth’s retail business orders are 

submitted electronically and capable of flow through. The Georgia 

Commission in its recent order in its Performance Measures Docket, No. 

7892-U, rejected the argument that BellSouth makes in this arbitration that its 

business retail orders are not electronic and do not flow through. The 

Georgia Commission has ordered BellSouth to resume reporting of this data 

going back to May 2000. Exhibit JMB-R19. Additionally the Georgia Order 

creates an Improvement Task Force to expand the scope of ALEC electronic 

ordering and to eliminate BellSouth system errors and designed manual 

fallout. 

MUST EVERY STEP OF THE PREORDERING AND ORDERING 

PROCESS BE AUTOMATED BEFORE AN ORDER CAN FLOW 

THROUGH? 

No. As noted above, flow-through occurs when an order is entered into a 

sales and marketing order system and it flows through to SOCs. As shown in 

Mr. Pate’s Exhibit RPM-35, there also may be a number of manual pre- 

ordering steps necessary to gather information for the order. 

21 
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20 Q. 

21 

22 

MR. PATE CLAIMS ON PAGE 99 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT TO 

HIS KNOWLEDGE NO FLOW-THROUGH CHANGE REQUESTS 

HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE CCP. IS THIS CORRECT? 

No. It is both incorrect and irrelevant. AT&T has submitted CRs 0137 and 

0160 and other CLECs have also submitted flow-through related change 

requests. However, this is irrelevant to BellSouth’s obligation to provide 

nondiscriminatory OSS functionality, including flow-through ordering. This 

requirement was established by the Act and the implementing rules and 

orders of the FCC and by the orders of various state authorities, including the 

FPSC’s 1997 Order. Further, as Mr. Pate knows AT&T and BellSouth have 

been engaged in on-going discussions of flow-through and order 

mechanization since early 1997. The most recent dialogue began August- 

September 1999 and continues to the present. Exhibit JMB-R20 provides 

copies of inter-company correspondence and meeting minutes from this on- 

going effort. Additionally the Georgia Order cited above (Exhibit JMB-R19) 

creates an Improvement Task Force to expand the scope of ALEC electronic 

ordering and to eliminate BellSouth system errors and designed manual 

fallout. 

MR. PATE STATES ON LINES 12-14, PAGE 100 OF HIS 

TESTIMONY THAT BELLSOUTH HAS CONCLUDED THAT 

MECHANIZING MANY LOWER-VOLUME COMPLEX RETAIL 
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1 SERVICES WOULD BE IMPRUDENT FOR ITS OWN RETAIL 

2 OPERATIONS. IS THIS RELEVANT TO FLOW-THROUGH? 

3 A. No. Complex services are rarely totally mechanized, but this is irrelevant to 

4 the issue of flow-through. An order for a complex service may require many 

5 manual pre-ordering activities yet still flow through, as shown in Mr. Pate’s 

6 Exhibit RPM-3 5. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

As is indicated above, retail flow-through is achieved when a service request 

is successfully transmitted from the ordering system (RNS, ROS, DOE), and 

is accepted by SOCS. A review of Mr. Pate’s exhibit reveals that a BellSouth 

employee enters an order into ROS, which transmits it to SOCS - thus 

flowing through. In his testimony on page 86, Mr. Pate refers to the manual 

pre-ordering processes that also are used to prepare these complex orders for 

entry into BellSouth’s front-end system. His exhibit uses shaded areas to 

indicate steps involving manual processing. The Commission should 

concentrate its attention, however, on the two BellSouth activities (order 

entry into ROS and receipt by SOCS) that are not found in the shaded areas 

indicative of manual processing. BellSouth’s own exhibit shows that these 

steps are electronic, and that BellSouth’s own retail complex orders do flow 

through from its ordering systems to SOCs. CLEC orders are thus entitled to 

the same flow through process. 

22 
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There is no retail service that BellSouth cannot order electronically. If, as 

Mr. Pate testifies, BellSouth had elected not to mechanize a particular retail 

service, then it would be impossible to order that service via the retail RNS, 

DOE or ROS interfaces. Yet BellSouth has never identified a single retail 

service that its retail service representative cannot order via input to one of 

these systems, although AT&T has repeatedly inquired into this issue. 

In the spring of 1999, for example, BellSouth was asked to respond to a 

matrix identifying the interface it used to place requests for each of its retail 

services. In its response, BellSouth did not identify a single service that was 

not was not ordered via RNS, DOE, or SONGS. Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R21 

provides a copy of BellSouth’s response. More recently, during the North 

Carolina arbitration between AT&T and BellSouth, Mr. Pate was asked 

whether there was any service that a BellSouth representative could not order 

via ROS, to which he responded that he was not aware of any such service. 

(Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R22 - NC Testimony Transcript reference page 227- 

228) . Mr. Pate confirmed his North Carolina response in the Georgia 

arbitration hearing Exhibit JMB-R23, Georgia Transcript at page 1107. 

19 

20 Q. HAVE OTHER KNOWLEDGEABLE BELLSOUTH EMPLOYEES 

21 PROVIDED TESTIMONY INDICATING THE EXISTANCE OF 

22 FLOW THROUGH FOR ORDERS PLACED USING THE DOE 

23 INTERFACE? 
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A . Yes. In a deposition taken on July 28, 2000, Mr. Douglas W. McDougal, 

discussing the importance of flow-through to 

referred directly to the importance of flov 

employees placed using the DOE, SONGS, 

discussion may be found on pages 16-20 of 

the operation of the LCSC, 

-through of the orders his 

and LNP interfaces. This 

lis deposition, which I have 

attached as Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R24. On page 17, line 16, Mr. McDougal 

states: 

“However, we also have flowthrough on orders that 
come in by fax and paper because we get tremendous 
of fax and paper orders, particularly from smaller 
CLECs. So we attribute flowthrough to once the 
service rep builds the order and releases the order to 
the downstream systems, it flows without erroring 
out.” 

It is entirely logical to believe that if orders submitted by LCSC employees 

using DOE are capable of flow-through, orders submitted by BellSouth retail 

employees using DOE or its replacement, ROS, are also flow-thorough 

capable. 

Q a DOES BELLSOUTH DESCRIBE REASONS OTHER THAN 

COMPLEXITY THAT CLEC ORDERS FALL OUT FOR MANUAL 

PROCESSING? 

A . Yes. BellSouth has created “designed fallout”, which means that CLEC 

order fall out for manual handling for reasons other than complexity. In 

previous arbitrations Mr. Pate has indicated that these other reasons are 

described in its Service Quality Reports Performance Reports document. A 
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6 

7 

8 

9 

10 environment, the scenarios are not. For example, the exhibit lists several 

11 types of CLEC orders that do not flow through: CLEC orders with more than 

12 25 business lines, expedited orders, end-user outside moves, pending order 

13 activity on account, and transfer of calls option. But these situations are not 

14 

15 but BellSouth’s resulting retail orders do not fall out for manual processing as 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

review of page 19 of that document (Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R25) reveals at 

least twelve scenarios in which BellSouth has decided that orders should not 

flow through. The discriminatory nature of this decision is apparent in the 

last line of this information, which states “all but one [of the twelve non flow- 

through scenarios] are unique to the CLEC environment.” 

Q a DO YOU AGREE WITH THE STATEMENT THAT THESE 

SCENARIOS ARE UNIQUE TO THE CLEC ENVIRONMENT? 

A . No. Although the non-flow through or manual fall-out is unique to the CLEC 

unique to CLECs. Certainly BellSouth has these types of scenarios as well, 

do CLEC orders. In a deposition taken on July 20, 2000, Mr. Pate was 

uncertain about the “uniqueness” of these situations to the CLEC 

environment. On page 42 beginning at line 25 Mr. Pate states: 

“Well, I need to talk to the author on that as well. 
They were trying to categorize these as unique; and, 
frankly, they’re not all unique, but most are unique. I 
think that’s an area where we can go back and look, but 
the majority of these are unique to CLEC 
environment.” 
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5 Qa 
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10 

11 

12 A. It is important to understand that the programming of LESOG is totally at 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 BellSouth will provide a report of internal changes that have a 
22 positive impact and improve performance for CLECs, but do not 

In subsequent discussion Mr. Pate agreed that many of the same situations 

existed for BellSouth. I have attached Mr. Pate’s deposition as Rebuttal 

Exhibit JMB-R26. 

ON PAGE 100 OF HIS TESTIMONY MR. PATE DISCUSSES WHAT 

HE CALLS THE TWO MAIN REASONS THAT ELECTRONICALLY 

SUBMITTED ORDERS FALL OUT FOR MANUAL HANDLING. 

FIRST, THAT LESOG HAS NOT BEEN PROGRAMMED TO 

HANDLE REQUESTS FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF PRODUCTS AND 

SERVICES AND SECOND, UNIQUE CIRCUMSTANCES RELATED 

TO THE LSR. PLEASE COMMENT. 

BellSouth’s discretion and is not lim ited by any industry standards or other 

external guidelines - it is simply BellSouth’s, and BellSouth’s alone, decision 

as to what programming to install in LESOG.14 Ms. Terri Hudson speaking 

at the November 1, 2000, meeting made this point clear when she stated that 

there were many things BellSouth could do to improve “flow-through” for 

CLECs without the CLECs needing to perform any coding or take any other 

action. Ms. Hudson’s words were paraphrased in the minutes of the meeting 

as part of an action item appearing on page 8 (see Exhibit RMP-13): 

l4 This is true of all the software and system components BellSouth has introduced between the CLEC 
interface (EDI, TAG, LENS) the BellSouth’s legacy Service Order Control System (SOCS). This 
includes, the LSR Router, LEO, LESOG, LNP Gateway, LAUTO, and the new “Corporate Gateway”. 
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10 

11 LSRs that the LNP-GTWY system failed to process as it should have (36% of 

12 the total submitted). Thus, in October alone 72,650 (21% or 1 out of 5) 

13 electronically submitted LSRs were subjected to manual handling by 

14 BellSouth’s unilateral programming decisions. Low volume is clearly not an 

15 issue that justifies BellSouth’s continuing failure to program LESOG/LNP- 

16 GTWY or fix its currently defective programming. 

17 

18 As discussed above, complexity is not an issue, as BellSouth provides flow- 

19 through for its own service requests. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

require coding. These changes improve “flow-through” in BellSouth 
and would require no vote by the CLECs. 

Mr. Pate claims once again that “complexity” and “low ordering volume” 

don’t justify programming in LEO that would provide CLECs with parity to 

BellSouth retail operation. In October 2000, there were 3 1,883 LEO LSRs 

subjected to designed manual fallout (10% of the total submitted), and 27,406 

LEO LSRs that BellSouth’s LEO system failed to process as it should have 

(8% of the total submitted). For the LNP-GTWY there were 5,911 LSRs 

subiected to designed manual fallout (28% of the total submitted), and 7,450 
J U \ 

As discussed above, the claim of uniqueness is also highly suspect, and the 

resulting impact on customer service of designed manual fallout is often 

negative rather than positive. Consider the absurdity of have LSRs that 

request expedited due dates fallout for manual processing, when the average 
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15 

16 
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18 
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20 
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22 

23 

interval from when the LSR falls out to when it is claimed by a service 

representative ranges from 34 to 130 hours as documented in my direct 

testimony at page 10 1. 

THE LOCAL CARRIER SERVICE CENTER (“LCSC”) HANDLES 

ALL MANUALLY SUBMITTED ORDERS AND ALL 

ELECTRONICALLY SUBMITTED ORDERS THAT FALL OUT FOR 

MANUAL PROCESSING. MR. PATE HAS REPORTED THAT THE 

PERCENTAGE OF ELECTRONICALLY SUBMITTED ORDERS 

HAS RISEN SIGNIFICANTLY OVER THE PAST YEAR. DOES THIS 

NECESSARILY MEAN THAT BELLSOUTH IS PROCESSING 

PROPORTIONALLY MORE CLEC ORDERS WITHOUT HUMAN 

INTERVENTION? 

No . Because real flow-through for electronically submitted orders is 

generally low, human intervention on CLEC orders is still unreasonably high 

and BellSouth still relies excessively on manual processing of CLEC orders. 

Let me illustrate this point with some data. In the recent Georgia Arbitration 

(October 3 1, 2000), Mr. Pate stated that a year ago, (October 1999) 49% of 

CLEC orders were submitted electronically and that today (October 2000) 

that percentage had risen to 82%. (Exhibit JMB-R23, TR page 1108. 

Additionally, BellSouth has provided volume and staffing data in its 

responses to AT&T’s Interrogatories and Document Requests in both North 
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1 Carolina and Florida. l5 Combining this with information from the Monthly 

2 Flow-Through Reports, we can summarize some significant data points for 

3 each of the two months one year apart and make a number of observations. 

5 

6 

Comparative Data October 1999 / October 2000 

OCTOBER 1999 Counts % of Total % of 
LSRs Electronic 

LSRs 

1 Electronically submitted 110,8 14 52% 
LSRs 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Manually submitted LSRs 103,123 48% 
I 

Total LSRs 213,937 

Manual Fallout LSRs 8,180 

Total System Error Fallout 9,590 
LSRs 

6 Manually handled electronic 17,770 16% 
LSRs (4+5) 

7 Total LCSC LSRs (2+4+5) 120,893 57% 

8 LCSC Headcount 639 
E f 

OCTOBER 2000 Counts % of Total % of 
Electronic 

Electronically 
LSRs 

submitted 345,834 

2 Manually submitted LSRs 47,96 1 12% 

l5 In North Carolina BellSouth’s responses were to IRS 29 and 32, in Florida they are to IRS 34 and 
36. 
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2 

3 

4 57% to 33% and the percentage of electronically submitted LSRs subjected to 

5 manual handling actually rose from 16% to 23%. Interestingly, while the 

6 number of LSRs handled by the LCSC grew 7% (from 120,893 to 129,201), 

7 the head count required to handle those LSRs grew 16% -- even though in 

8 1999, 85% of such orders were fully manual while in 2000, only 37% were 

9 fully manual. BellSouth still relies excessively on manual processing of 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 FLOW THROUGH ANALYSIS AS INCOMPLETE 

15 

16 

3 

4 

5 

Total LSRs 393,795 

Manual Fallout LSRs 37,794 

Total System Error Fallout 43,446 
LSRs 

6 Manually handled electronic 8 1,240 23% 
LSRs (4+5) 

7 Total LCSC LSRs (2+4+5) 129,201 33% 

8 LCSC Headcount 740 

While the percentage of LSRs submitted electronically did rise from 52% to 

88%, the percentage of LSRs still subject to manual processing only fell from 

CLEC LSRs and as shown above is unable to provide such manual 

processing in a timely manner. 

IN PRIOR ARBITRATIONS MR. PATE HAS CRITICIZED YOUR 

INACCURATE BECAUSE YOU DID NOT HAVE ACCESS TO THE 

UNDERLYING DATA. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE? 
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1 A . I disagree. The rationale Mr. Pate has used in the past for recasting my 

2 

3 

4 Qa WHAT RATIONALE DID MR. PATE USE? 

5 A. In essence, Mr. Pate’s position has been that access to the underlying data is 

necessary to conduct flow-though analysis. To support his contention, he 

selected one category of the flow-through report (business resale) for one 

month to examine the data for factors influencing the level of orders falling 

out for manual handling. He concluded that orders were not falling out in 

this case because BellSouth had designed them to, but because two primary 

CLEC users of the ED1 and TAG interfaces had not upgraded their interfaces 

to take advantage of an upgrade BellSouth had made which allowed one of 

the services they order to now flow through. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. PATE’S POSITION. 

16 A. Mr. Pate’s position is inaccurate. Flow-through does not occur at the 

17 interface level (EDI, TAG, LENS). Rather, service requests are submitted at 

18 the interface level. Flow through, by Mr. Pate’s definition on page 99 of his 

19 testimony occurs in BellSouth’s OSS: 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

calculations is completely inappropriate. 

“Flow through for a CLEC LSR occurs when the 
complete and correct electronically submitted LSR is 
sent via one of the CLEC ordering interfaces (EDI, 
TAG, or LENS), flows through the mechanical edit 
checking and LESOG system, is mechanically 
transformed into a service order bv LESOG. and is 
accepted by SOCS without any human intervention. 
(emphasis added) 
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As is clearly indicated by Mr. Pate’s own definition, flow-through occurs in 

BellSouth’s OSS (LEO/LESOG or LNP/LAUTO), not at the interface level. 

Unfortunately, the CLEC has no control over what BellSouth designs to flow 

through its OSS. If BellSouth has designed CLEC orders to flow through in 

some circumstances, but not others, the responsibility and the ability to 

correct that problem lies with BellSouth, not with the CLECs. Therefore, 

BellSouth is responsible for the orders it has designed to fall out for manual 

handling, and the analysis submitted in my direct testimony is correct. 

The specific business service mentioned by Mr. Pate in his previous 

testimony that BellSouth has elected to allow to flow through for ED1 

releases greater than 6.0 and TAG releases greater than 3.0 is series hunting. 

Series hunting has been electronically orderable for three years. At any time 

during those three years BellSouth could have provided flow through for 

every CLEC submitting such orders. Thus for three years BellSouth denied 

this capability for up to 147 CLECs when it could have provided it to all with 

only a change in its programming of LEO/LESOG. Instead, BellSouth has 

elected to provide this capability only to those CLECs that elect to perform 

an expensive upgrade. The orders the two CLECs Mr. Pate discusses are still 

accurate, complete and capable of being provided with flow through -- as 

they have been for three years. 

23 
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HAS MR. PATE’S PRIOR ANALYSIS REFUTED YOUR POSITION 

THAT BELLSOUTH PROVIDED UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF 

FLOW-THROUGH BUSINESS RESALE? 

No. Even if all of Mr. Pate’s assumptions had been correct, which they were 

not, his exercise only increased the maximum possible flow-through for TAG 

from 37% to a still-unacceptable rate of 56%, and ED1 from 28% to a 

similarly unacceptable flow-through rate of 56%. These inflated numbers, 

which indicate that orders fall out almost half the time, still stand in stark 

contrast to the 100% flow through potential for BellSouth’s own orders. 

IN THE PAST MR. PATE HAS ASSERTED THAT OVERALL FLOW 

THROUGH RATES ARE SKEWED BECAUSE A SMALL NUMBER 

OF CLECS ARE DOMINANT VOLUME USERS OF THE 

ELECTRONIC INTERFACES. IS HIS ARGUMENT ACCURATE OR 

RELEVANT? 

No. It makes no difference if BellSouth is discriminating against one user 

who provides 100% of the volume, or 100 users who each contribute 1% of 

the volume. If the overall rate of manual fallout and BellSouth-caused 

system failures is unacceptable, there is no doubt that BellSouth has treated 

the CLEC industry in a discriminatory manner. 

The data Mr. Pate uses to identify the “dominant volume users” are public. I 

should point out, however, that in the past Mr. Pate has been less than 
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thorough in his explanation of this data and the application of available 

knowledge about individual CLECs. 

For example, totaling the number of individual horizontal lines, as Mr. Pate 

has suggested, will overstate the number of users of a given interface for a 

given product. For example, AT&T, as a user of EDI, may appear in the 

Business Report two times, in the UNE Report three times, in the LNP 

Report two times, and in the Residence Report two times in any given month. 

I am certain the same is true for other CLECs. 

Thus, in addition to being irrelevant, Mr. Pate’s conclusions, which are based 

on incomplete data, are wrong and misleading. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S 

TESTIMONY REGARDING THE EQUIVALENT FUNCTIONALITY 

ISSUE (ISSUE 23). 

Mr. Pate offers contradictory views on this issue. He first states that these 

long-outstanding issues should go through change control, then says that non- 

discriminatory access does not require that BellSouth provide them, and then 

finally tries to persuade this Commission with easily refuted evidence that 

BellSouth is already providing similar treatment to CLECs as it provides 

itself. However, as is illustrated in my responses above, this is not accurate, 

and BellSouth is continuing its long-standing discrimination against CLECs 
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1 in the areas of CSR parsing, electronic order submission, and order flow- 
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4 Qa 
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17 
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19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

through. 

WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THAT THE COMMISSION ORDER 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T is asking that the Commission order BellSouth to provide equivalent 

functional capability by providing parsed CSRS, the ability for all orders to 

be submitted electronically, and flow-through equal to that which BellSouth 

provides itself. BellSouth should be ordered to provide these capabilities 

within 12 months of the Commission’s order. 

Issue 24: Should BellSouth provide AT&T with the ability to access, via 

EBIZECTA, the full functionality available to BellSouth from TAFI and 

WFA ? 

AT&T HAS REQUESTED THAT BELLSOUTH PROVIDE FULL 

TAFI AND WFA FUNCTIONALITY VIA EBI/ECTA. HAS 

BELLSOUTH AGREED TO DO SO? 

No . BellSouth argues that it already provides CLECS with non- 

discriminatory access to maintenance and repair OSS functions through TAFI 

and the ECTA Gateway, so it should not be required to meet AT&T’s 

request. 

23 
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DO YOU AGREE WITH BELLSOUTH’S ASSERTION? 

No, and neither has the FCC. As I describe in my direct testimony, the FCC 

concluded that none of BellSouth’s repair and maintenance interfaces provide 

competitors with OSS functionalities equivalent to BellSouth’s own 

capabilities. FCC Second Louisiana Order para 148. 

Mr. Pate makes an unsubstantiated claim on page 105 of his testimony that 

BellSouth “provides CLECs with electronic access to its maintenance and 

repair OSS in a manner that far exceeds what is provided by the Web-based 

graphical user interface (“GUI”) that Bell Atlantic had in place when is was 

approved by the FCC.” This is irrelevant, given the FCC’s specific finding 

regarding the insufficiency of the maintenance and repair OSS BellSouth 

makes available to CLECs. 

PLEASE DISCUSS THE INSUFFICIENCIES OF THE ACCESS 

PROVIDED BY BELLSOUTH TO ITS MAINTENANCE REPAIR 

oss. 

BellSouth provides two options for electronic trouble reporting: Trouble 

Analysis Facilitation Interface (“TAFI”) and the Electronic Communication 

Trouble Administration (“ECTA”). As I describe in detail in my direct 

testimony, TAFI provides the broader array of functionality, but is a human- 

to-machine interface. ECTA, on the other hand, can be integrated into CLEC 

systems, but provides only a limited set of functionalities for any type of 
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20 “We also note that BellSouth concedes that it derives 
21 superior integration capabilities from TAFI than the 
22 capabilities offered to competitors. BellSouth states 
23 that TAFI is a ‘human to machine interface’ meaning 
24 that new entrants using TAFI cannot integrate it with 
25 the new entrant’ s own back office 
26 systems.. . .BellSouth, on the other hand, is able to take 
27 advantage of its own TAFI system’s capability of 

service. CLECs are denied the ability to access the functionality of TAFI and 

integrate it into other systems, as BellSouth can. Therefore, BellSouth is not 

providing non-discriminatory access. 

YOU HAVE STATED THAT BELLSOUTH HAS INTEGRATED TAFI 

INTO ITS OTHER SYSTEMS, BUT MR. PATE IMPLIES THAT TAFI 

IS NOT INTEGRATABLE. HOW CAN THIS COMMISSION 

DETERMINE WHO IS CORRECT? 

Mr. Pate appears to indicate that the TAFI interface can be integrated by 

neither BellSouth nor CLECs, thus leading a casual reader to conclude that 

BellSouth and CLECs share equivalent and nondiscriminatory access to 

TAFI. A careful reading of Mr. Pate’s testimony, however, reveals that this 

simply is not the case. BellSouth can indeed integrate the TAFI interface 

with its systems, with the exception of its “sales and marketing systems.” 

This Commission also should note that Mr. Pate’s testimony herein appears 

to contradict BellSouth’s position in its second Louisiana 271 application 

before the FCC. There, BellSouth “conceded” that it failed to offer 

nondiscriminatory access to TAFI functionalities: 
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7 FCC Second Louisiana Order, para. 151, emphasis added. 
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9 Qa 

10 

11 

12 

13 A. No. This is a tired and irrelevant red herring that BellSouth has raised now 

14 for over four years. Industry standards are guidelines - providing 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
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22 

23 

24 Further it is important to remember, just as I discussed above in Issue 19, that 

25 although the use of industry standards can meet the needs of a competitive 

‘automaticallv interacting with other svstems as 
appropriate’ and its customer service representatives 
need not duplicate their efforts in the same way. In 
other words, TAFI is integrated with BellSouth’s other 
back office systems.” 

ON PAGE 109 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. PATE CLAIMS “IF TAFI 

FUNCTIONALITY WAS BUILT INTO ECTA, THEN ECTA WOULD 

NO(T) LONGER BE (A) STANDARDS BASED INTERFACE.” IS 

THIS CORRECT? 

functionality over and above the guideline does not violate it, in fact doing so 

is one of the key methods by which the guidelines are expanded and 

improved. A number of parties using an interface based on industry 

standards modify the interface to have more functionality or operate more 

efficiently and then submit their work and the evidence of its value to the 

industry for consideration as an improvement to the standard. In fact, AT&T 

and BellSouth have presented such joint modifications of industry standards 

to the industry in the past. 
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local exchange market16, lack of industry standards does not excuse an 

incumbent LEC from meeting its obligation to provide nondiscriminatory 

access to OSS functions.17 Similarly, deploying an interface that merely 

adheres to industry standards is not sufficient to demonstrate 

nondiscriminatory access. A BOC must provide nondiscriminatory access to 

its OSS functions irrespective of the existence of, or whether it complies 

with, industry standards. ‘* 

Q a PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR 

TESTIMONY ON THIS ISSUE. 

RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S 

1. . . 1 l 1 BellSouth asserted that it provides non-discrclmmatory access to maintenance 

and repair functionalities, in spite of the obviously discriminatory lack of 

integratable access to TAFI for CLECs as it provides for itself. Surprisingly, 

it asserted that TAFI was not integratable for BellSouth, in apparent direct 

contradiction to affidavits filed by BellSouth at the FCC and upon which the 

FCC based its findings in determining that BellSouth does not provide non- 

discriminatory access to maintenance and repair. 

A . 

AT&T is in agreement with the conclusions and decisions of the orders of the 

FCC and the Georgia Commission. The FCC determined that BellSouth 

provides discriminatory access, and the Georgia Commission required 

l6 FCC Ameritech Order 7 217; FCC BA-NY Order 7 88 
l7 FCC South Carolina Order 7 12 1, n. 362. 
‘* FCC Louisiana II Order 7 137. 
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IO A. 

BellSouth to provide TAFI functionality over a machine-to-machine 

interface, in accordance with BellSouth’s report to the Commission. 

WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THAT THE COMMISSION ORDER 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T asks the Commission to order BellSouth to provide full TAFI 

functionality via the ECTA interface on an expedited schedule 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME? 

Yes. 
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6 

7 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH 

8 TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

9 

IO A. My name is Ronald M. Pate. I am employed by BellSouth 

11 Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”) as a Director, Interconnection 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

Services. In this position, I handle certain issues related to local 

interconnection matters, primarily operations support systems (“OSS”). 

My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 

30375. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 

I graduated from Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, Georgia, in 

1973, with a Bachelor of Science Degree. In 1984, I received a Masters of 

Business Administration from Georgia State University. My professional 

22 career spans over twenty-five years of general management experience in 

23 operations, logistics management, human resources, sales and marketing. 
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10 

PROMULGATED BY THE FCC FOR CHANGE MANAGEMENT. .WHAT 

IS YOUR RESPONSE? 

A. I have listed these “guidelines” in a table format that follows and stated 

whether BellSouth’s change control process meets those guidelines. I 

have also provided comments on each of Mr. Bradbury’s and BellSouth’s 

compliance with them as appropriate. 

Bradbury Guideline 

CLP participation 

( BellSouth’s Change Comments 

7 
Procedures documentation 
Prioritization and strafffkation of changes 
Schedules for notifications 
A testing environment and minimum 30 
day test window new releases 

Management 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes/No BellSouth otters a test 

environment for Beta and New 
Carrier Testing; BellSouth 
daes not currently offer a 
minimum 30 day test window 
for new releases. This issue 
will be discussed below. 

A go/no go decision Yes 
ilersioning of releases (maintaining the old Yes 
version of an interface along with the new) 
tiemorialization of the process, including a Yes 
means by which the process can be 
nodified 
3ispute resolution process for CLPs, 
jpecific to change management disputes 
-oilowed consistently over time 
subject to regulatory oversight (which 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes/No 

ncludes enforcement) - 
BellSouth is negotiating with 
CLPs, including AT&T, to 
include compliance with the 
CCP in interconnection 
agreements. This will make it 
binding on the CLP and 
BellSouth. The dispute 
resolution process included in 
the CCP includes referral to 
state regulatory commissions 
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> -----Original Message----- 
> Fran: Gibbs, Edward L, NCAM 
> sent: Friday, February 09, 2001 11:57 AM 
> To: 'ranae.stewartl@bridge.bellsouth.com' 
> Subject: Metrics, OSDA 

> Hi Ranae, 

> Thanks for the good conversation last week. Glad to hear the things 
have dramatically improved for your family. 
> 
> Quick couple of things. Next week is not a good week for some of the 
> folks who plan to join OUT Metrics Discussion. Can we move the 
meeting to the following week? Preferably Thursday or Friday morning? 
Please advise. 

> I also need to make sure I understand one part of OUT conversation. 
I am still confused a little about OS/DA. You indicated that you fixed 
the 5E switch and it is now available. While I am fuzzy on the dates, 
I thought that we were supposed to have tested OS/DA in October then 
due to delay, December. I thought that we asked for an extension to 
the end of December primarily to test OS/DA. I keep thinking that as 
such that should have been a part of Phase III. What changed and why 
do we need a contract to test? 

, 

> Lastly, what will you turn on in your switch after we sign the 
contact to give us our own branding? Is this a feature you will be 
able to turn on or off based on future contracts in the commercial 
environment? 
> 
> Would apprecite your thoughts, 
> 
> Edward 
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AT&T’s 
Proposed Contract Language addition for AT&T/BellSouth Interconnection Agreement: 

November 21,200O 

Procedures for Selective Carrier Routing Footprint Implementation. 

General 

3.20.1 In order for BellSouth to provide branded or unbranded Operator Services and/or Directory 
Assistance (“OS/DA”), any of three technologies may be elected by AT&T, (1) Selective Carrier 
Routing using the BellSouth Advanced Intelligence Network (AIN) platform; (2) Selective 
Carrier Routing using a Line Class Code (LCC) platform; or (3) Originating Line Number 
Screening (OLNS). Custom Branding for Directory Assistance is not available for certain classes 
of service, such as: Hotel/Motel, WATS, cellular type 1, and certain PBX services. AT&T may 
also elect to have BellSouth provision Alternative Operator Services Routing (AOSR) to AT&T 
using AIN or LCC technologies. The parties anticipate that Line Class Codes unique to AT&T 
will be required when AT&T purchases local switching using UNE ports for all three 
technologies (AM, LCC, and OLNS), and may be requested when AT&T purchases local 
switching as a reseller. 

3.20.2 LCCs and the trunking arrangements required to implement AT&T’s chosen technology and 
OS/DA routing options shall be ordered through the BellSouth Account Team dedicated to 
AT&T (“Account Team”). BellSouth shall provide AT&T with all of the appropriate ordering 
forms and written methods and procedures required to identify to BellSouth, in a single 
submission, the entirety of AT&T’s request for its choices of technology and routing options, 
Such forms and written methods and procedures include, but are not limited to, the Selective 
Routing Ordering Document, the Selective Routing End Office Detail Form, the CLEC Branding 
Questionnaire, the Network Design Request, Trunk Order Forms, etc., and are attached as Exhibit 
[X] to this Attachment. 

3.20.3 For each request for a selective carrier routing footprint, AT&T shall provide a single submission, 
using the forms identified in Section 3.20.2. AT&T shall identify the BellSouth end offices 
where it would like to offer end user service; describe each set of end user call blocking 
restrictions, each set of call routing instructions, and each class of service to be offered by AT&T, 
and provide a forecast of call volumes for each end off&. BellSouth shall verify the Line Class 
Code capacity for the end offices identified by the AT&T. Within two weeks of receiving the 
request from AT&T, the BellSouth Account Team shall notify AT&T in writing whether the Line 
Class Code and Selective Carrier Routing request can be satisfied and shall commit to a due date 
for completion of the project. 

3.20.4 In the event that BellSouth finds that Line Class Code capacity does not exist for a given end 
office, BellSouth shall provide without charge one of the following options in that end office 
according to the following preferred order: 

OLNS - AT&T Branded; 
OLNS -Unbranded; 
AIN -AT&T Branded; 
AIN -Unbranded; or 
BellSouth Branded. 
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This “fallback” option shall be provided without charge until the end office LCC capacity 
problem is relieved. 

3 20.5 BellSouth shall program the LCCs to meet AT&T’s request in the end offices identified by 
AT&T. At the same time, BellSouth shall update all databases, including any look-up tables, 
necessary to accept and process AT&T-submitted LSRs as described in Section 3.30 ofthis 
Attachment. 

320.6 The rates for Line Class Codes are set forth in Exhibit C of this Attachment. These charges 
include non-recurring charges to build and program the Line Class Codes in each end office for 
each serving TOPS Tandkm. 

AT&T-branded BellSouth OS/DA 

3.20.7 Where BellSouth is providing local switching to AT&T, and where BellSouth is providing 
AT&T-branded OS/DA through selective carrier routing using Line Class Code technology, 
AT&T’s end user traffic is routed to a dedicated trunk group uniquely identified by LCC 
instructions. 

3.20.8 If Line Class Code capacity exists within the end offices identified by the AT&T, and AT&T has 
requested AT&T-branded OS/DA, AT&T will order the required dedicated trunks from the 
desired BellSouth end office to the BellSouth TOPS Tandem. Separate trunk groups are required 
for Operator Services and for Directory Assistance. AT&T shall prepare and submit the Selective 
Routing Ordering Document, Selective Routing Detail forms, CLEC Branding Questionnaire, 
Network Design Request and Trunk Order forms to the BellSouth Account Team, which shall 
review such documents and request any further information that may be necessary within 3 
business days of receipt. AT&T shall verify and provide any information requested by BellSouth. 
No later than one day after the determination made in 3.20.3 above, the BellSouth Account Team 
will submit the Selective Routing Ordering Document and the Selective Routing End Office 
Detail forms to the Line Class Code Administrator; the CLEC Branding Questionnaire to 
BellSouth Operator Services Organization; and the Nehvork Design Request and Trunk Order 
forms to the Interconnection Trunking Center. 

3.20.9 The intervals from the determination made in 3.20.3 above to provide up to 20 LCCs per end 
office using this process arc as follows: 30 days for up to 100 end offices, 60 days for 101-200 
end offices, and 90 days for over 200 end offices. If AT&T requests more than 20 LCCs for each 
end office, the parties shall negotiate the appropriate intervals. The interval to provide dedicated 
trunking is 30 calendar days for all trunks per end office. BellSouth shall simultaneously build 
LCCs and install trunks for a given end office and BellSouth translations shall point the codes to 
the appropriate trunk groups for testing at the end of the applicable LCC build interval. If LCCs 
have been requested for more than one end office in a single order, AT&T may specify the order 
in which BellSouth shall implement the end off&s. BellSouth may assign a Project Manager to 
ensure timely and accurate implementation. 

Unbranded OS/DA 

3.20.10 Where BellSouth is providing local switching to AT&T, and where BellSouth is providing 
unbranded OS/DA through selective carrier routing using LCC technology, AT&T’s end user 
traffic is routed to a trunk group(s) installed by BellSouth. 
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3.20.11 if LCC capacity exists within the end oftices identified by AT&T, BellSouth shall order the trunk 
groups necessary to carry the unbranded Operator Services traffic to each TOPS tandem. The 
interval for the installation of the trunk groups and associated LCCs shall be 30 calendar days 
from the determination made in 3.20.3 above, for each TOPS tandem. The number of trunk 
groups required shall be based upon the forecast of traffic volume received from AT&T and may 
affect the provisioning interval. If so, BellSouth shall promptly notify AT&T. A separate trunk 
group is required for Operator Assistance and for Directory Assistance. AT&T shall prepare and 
submit the Selective Routing Ordering Document, Selective Routing Detail forms, CLEC 
Branding Questionnaire, and Network Design Request forms to the BellSouth Account Team, 
which shall review such documents and request any further information that may be necessary 
within 3 business days of receipt. AT&T shall provide and verify any information requested by 
BellSouth. No later than one day after the determination made in 3.20.3 above, the B&South 
Account Team will submit the Selective Routing Ordering Document and the Selective Routing 
End Office Detail forms to the Line Class’ Code Administrator; the CLEC Branding 
Questionnaire to BellSouth Operator Services Organization; and the Network Design Request and 
Trunk Order forms to the Interconnection Trunking Center. 

3.20.12 The intervals from the determination made in 3.20.3 above to provide up to 20 LCCs per end 
office using this process are as follows: 30 days for up to 100 end offices, 60 days for 101-200 
end offices, and 90 days for over 200 end offices. If AT&T requests more than 20 LCCs for each 
end office, the parties shall negotiate the appropriate intervals. The interval to provide BellSouth 
trunking is 30 calendar days for all trunks per end office. BellSouth shall simultaneously build 
LCCs and install trunks for a given end office and BellSouth translations shall point the codes to 
the appropriate trunk groups for testing at the end of the applicable LCC build interval. If LCCs 
have been requested for more than one end office in a single order, AT&T may specify the order 
in which BellSouth shall implement the end offices. BellSouth may assign a Project Manager to 
ensure timely and accurate implementation. 

Alternative Operator Services Routing 

3.20.13 Where BellSouth is providing the local switching to AT&T, and where AT&T is utilizing an 
Alternative Operator Services Provider through selective carrier routing using LCC technology, 
AT&T’s end user traffic will be routed to a dedicated trunk group, which shall be provisioned in 
accordance with BellSouth’s and the Alternate Operator Service Provider’s requirements, from 
the desired BellSouth End Offices to the Alternative Operator Services Point of Interface. Such 
dedicated trunking may also utilize BellSouth tandem switching as a means of aggregating end 
office traffic to an efficient tandem trunk group. Should BellSouth implement tandem trunking in 
its own OS/DA network, and it is technically feasible to do so, AT&T may elect to have its 
tandem routed OS/DA traffic carried over these same BellSouth trunks from the end office to the 
tandem. 

3.20.14 If Line Class Code capacity exists within the end offices identified by AT&T, and AT&T has 
requested an Alternate Operator Services Routing, AT&T shall order the required dedicated 
Trunks from the desired BellSouth end offices to the Alternative Operator Services Provider 
Point of Interface. AT&T shall prepare and submit the Selective Routing Ordering Document, 
Selective Routing Detail forms, Network Design Request and Trunk Order forms to the B&South 
Account Team, which shall review such documents and request any further information that may 
be necessary within 3 business days of receipt. AT&T shall verify and provide any information 
requested by BellSouth. No later than one day after the determination made in 3.20.3 above, the 
BellSouth Account Team will submit the Selective Routing Ordering Document and the Selective 
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Routing End Office Detail forms to the Line Class Code Administrator; and the Network Design 
Request and Trunk Order forms to the Interconnection Trunking Center. 

3.10.15 The intervals from the determination made in 3.20.3 above to provide up to 20 LCCs per end 
office using this process are as follows: 30 days for up to 100 end offices, 60 days for 101-200 
end offices, and 90 days for over 200 end offices. If AT&T requests more than 20 LCCs for each 
end office, the parties shall negotiate the appropriate intervals. The interval to provide dedicated 
trunking is 30 calendardays for all trunks per end office. BellSouth shall simultaneously build 
LCCs and install trunks for a given end office and BellSouth translations shall point the codes to 
the appropriate trunk groups for testing at the end of the applicable LCC build interval. If LCCs 
have been requested for more than one end office in a single order, AT&T may specify the order 
in which BellSouth shall implement the end offices. BellSouth may assign a Project Manager to 
ensure timely and accurate implementation. 

3.20.16 Where AT&T is using an Alternative Operator Services Provider, AT&T, may at its option, order 
dedicated trunks between its Alternative Operator Services Provider’s Point of Interface and the 
BellSouth Operator Services Platform. If AT&T elects to install said dedicated trunks, AT&T’s 
Operators may provide verify busy line or line interruption services on numbers located in the 
BellSouth Switch at the rates set forth in Exhibit C. 

Procedures for Selective Carrier Routing Customer-Specific Electronic LSR Ordering 

3.30.1 All AT&T OSlDA calls originated from a customer in an end office where BellSouth is providing 
the local switching to AT&T and where AT&T has requested only a single customized OS/DA 
routing option, shall be routed to that option by BellSouth following the submission of AT&T’s 
LSR without the need for AT&T to provide any indication of the routing on the LSR. BellSouth 
shall accept LSRs electronically and shall not subject them to any human intervention associated 
with implementation of customized OS/DA routing, regardless of which routing option is in use 
from that end office. Until such time as BellSouth is able to accept and process an electronic 
LSR as described in this section, AT&T may submit such orders manually, without additional 
charge, and BellSouth shall expedite such orders, without additional charge, to meet the due date 
offered for BellSouth branded OS/DA. Likewise should BellSouth implement a process that will 
accept an electronic LSR, but then subject that LSR to designed manual fallout, BellSouth shall 
expedite such orders, without additional charge, to meet the due date offered for BellSouth 
branded OS/DA. 

3.30.2 Where BellSouth is providing local switching to AT&T, and where AT&T has requested more 
than one customized OS/DA routing in the end office serving AT&T’s customer, AT&T’s 
customer-specific LSR will provide an indicator identifying to BellSouth which routing to assign 
to the customer’s port. This indicator will appear in the “Feature” field of fhe LSR and shall be 
the same for the selected option across all end offices in BellSouth’s nine-state region. (For 
example, the single indicator “UB/BLS” could identify the Unbranded at BellSouth option, the 
single indicator “CB/BLS” could identify the CLEC Branded at BellSouth option, and the single 
indicator “C/AOSR” could identify the Alternative Operator Services Routing option.) 

3.30.3 Where BellSouth is providing local switching to AT&T, and where AT&T has requested more 
than one customized OS/DA routing option in the end office serving AT&T’s customer, 
BellSouth shall accept AT&T’s LSRs providing the indication of which option to apply to a 
specific customer electronically and shall not subject the LSR to any human intervention 
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associated with the implementation of customized OS/DA routing. This shall be true regardless 
of the option indicated. Until such time as BellSouth is able to accept and process an electronic 
LSR as described is this section, AT&T may submit such orders manually, without additional 
charge, and BellSouth shall expedite such orders, without additional charge, to meet the due date 
offered for BellSouth branded OS/DA. Likewise should BellSouth implement a process that will 
accept an electronic LSR, but then subject that LSR to designed manual fallout, BellSouth shall 
expedite such orders, without additional charge, to meet the due date offered for BellSouth 
branded OS/DA. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Michael.Willisl@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Michael.Willisl@bridge.bellsouth.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 3:28 PM 
To: Peacock, Billy C (Bill), NCAN 
Subject: OS/DA/OLNS 
Importance: High 

Attached is the latest draft of the SCC via Line class codes language. 
I have added the OLNS language as 3.40 for your review. 

Please send available dates for your smes to discuss this issue along 
with local interconnection issues. 
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AT&T’s 
Proposed Contract Language addition for AT&T/BellSouth Interconnection Agreement: 

YFebruaty 12.2001 

Procedures for Selective Carrier Routing Footprint Implementation. 

3.20.1 In order for BellSouth to provide -Custom Branding-branded or 
~Unbrandingunbranded forR0R Operator Services and/or Directory Assistance 
(“OS/DA”), any of three technologies may be elected by AT&T; (I) Selective Carrier Routing 
using the BellSouth Advanced Intelligence Network (AIN) platform; (2) Selective Carrier 
Routing using a Line Class Code (LCC) platform; or (3) ViaVlAOriginating Line Number 
Screening (OLNS) S@TWARESoftware. Custom Branding for Directory Assistance is not 
available for certain classes of service, such as: Hotel/Motel, WATS, cellular type 1, and certain 
PBX services, AT&T may also elect to have BellSouth provision Alternative Operator Services 
Routing (AOSR) to AT&T using AlN or LCC technologies. Currently OLNS 
SQFTWM&Software -is only and option for unbranded and custom branding* Georgia. 
BellSouth will make-custom Branding andAND 
~Unbranding via%4 OLNS S@ZWARESoftware available to AT&T as it is 
rolled out in the remaining BellSouth region. 

3.20.2 LCCs and the trunking arrangements required to implement AT&T’s chosen technology and 
OS/DA routing options shall be ordered through the BellSouth Account Tea- 
AT&T (“Aw. BellSouth shall provide AT&T with all of the appropriate ordering 
forms and written methods and procedures required to identify to BellSouth+a+@& 
a&m&am+ the entirety of AT&T’s request::, 

3.20.3 For each request for a selective carrier routing-feetlxift, AT&T shall provide the following 
information w, using the forms identified bv BellSouth. 
AT&T shall identify the BellSouth end offices where it would like to offer end user service; 
describe each set of end user call blocking restrictions, each set of call routing instructions, and 
each class of service to be offered by AT&T; and provide a forecast of call volumes per NPA for 1 
each end office. BellSouth shall verify the Line Class Code capacity for the end offices identified 
by the AT&T. Within two weeks of receiving the request from AT&T, the BellSouth- 
%amshall notify AT&T in writing whether the Line Class Code and Selective Carrier Routing 
request can be satisfied.:, 

3.20.4 r, 
I 
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3.20.5 BellSouth shall program the LCCs to meet AT&T’s request in the end offices identified by 
AT&T. At the same time, BellSouth shall update all databases, including any look-up tables, 
necessary to accept and process AT&T-submitted LSRs as described in Section 3.30 of this 
Attachment. 

3.20.6 The rates for Line Class Codes are set forth in Exhibit C ofthis Attachment. These charges 
include non-recurring charges to build and program &rkg Line Class Codes in each end office, 

AT&T-branded BellSouth OS/DA 

3.20.7 Where BellSouth is providing local switching to AT&T, and where BellSouth is providing 
AT&T-branded OS/DA through selective carrier routing using Line Class Code technology, 
AT&T’s end user traffic is routed to a dedicated trunk group uniquely identified by LCC 
instructions. 

3.20.8 If Line Class Code capacity exists within the end offices identified by the AT&T, and AT&T has 
requested AT&T-branded OS/DA, AT&T will order the required dedicated trunks from the 
desired BellSouth end office to the BellSouth TOPS Tandem. Separate trunk groups are required 
for Operator Services and for Directory Assistance. AT&T shall prepare and submit the 
appropriate x forms,GJ&C 
<to&e BellSouth 
-, ’ which shall review such documents and request any further information that may 
be necessary-. AT&T shall verify and provide any information 
requested by BellSouth. -Aafter the determination made in 3.20.3 above, 
&+BellSouth -will submit the appropriate documents to its internal 
organizations. %I 

320.9 The intervals from the determination made in 3.20.3 above- 
-the intervals will be negotiated between the BellSouth 
Account Team and AT&T to establish the appropriate intervals based on the number of line class 
codes and end offices requested.“” 

effjrp. The interval to provide dedicated 
trunking is approximately 45 38 calendar days for all trunks per end office where facilities are 
available.2 

pnrl. If LCCs have been requested for more than one end 
office in a single order, AT&T may request- the order in which BellSouth shall implement 
the end offices. BellSouth may assign a Project Manager to ensure timely and accurate 
implementation. 
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Unbranded OS/DA 

3.20.10 Where BellSouth is providing local switching to AT&T, and where BellSouth is providing 
unbranded OS/DA through selective carrier routing using LCC technology, AT&T’s end user 
traffic is routed to a trunk group(s) installed by BellSouth. 

3.20.11 If LCC capacity exists within the end offices identified by AT&T, BellSouth shall order the trunk 
groups necessary to carry the unbranded Operator Services traffic to each TOPS tandem. The 
interval for the installation, of the trunk groups and associated LCCs shall be approximately 4530 
calendar days from the determination made in 3.20.3 above, for each TOPS tandem. The number 

1 

of trunk w required shall be based upon the forecast of traffic volume received from AT&T 
and may affect the provisioning interval. TFrr\ A 
separate trunk group is required for Operator Assistance and for Directory Assistance. AT&T 
shall prepare and submit the appropriate forms< 
a,..t.,,torr 
BellSouth-, which shall review such documents and request any further 
information that may be necessary AT&T shall provide and 

--After the determination verify any information requested by BellSouth. 
made in 3.20.3 above, the BellSouth -will submit the forms to its internal 
organizationzl 

3.20.12 The intervals from the determination made in 3.20.3 above shall be negotiated between the 
BellSouth Account Team and AT&T based on the number of line class codes and end offices 
requested.U 

m. The interval for the installation of the trunks will be approximately 45 days 
for all trunks per end office where facilities are availablp 

$ If LCCs have 
been requested for more than one end office in a single order, AT&T mayrequesw the 
order in which BellSouth shall implement the end offices. BellSouth may assign a Project 
Manager to ensure timely and accurate implementation. 

Routing to an Alternative Operator Services Provider%&iag 

3.20.13 Where BellSouth is providing the local switching to AT&T, and where AT&T is utilizing an 
Alternative Operator Services Provider through selective carrier routing using LCC technology, 
AT&T’s end user traffic will be routed to a dedicated trunk group, which shall be provisioned in 
accordance with BellSouth’s and the Alternate Operator Service Provider’s requirements, from 
the desired BellSouth End Offices to the Alternative Operator Services Point of Interface..%& 

Docket No. 2000-465 

3 JMB-R4 
Page 4 of 7 

I1/21/00 



- I 
3.20.14 If Line Class Code capacity exists within the end offices identified by AT&T, and AT&T has 

requested an Alternate Operator Services Provide&e&&, AT&T end user traffic will be routed 
to a dedicated trunk group, which shall be provisioned in accordance with BellSouth’s and the 
Alternative Operator Services Provider’s requirements,- 
from the desired BellSouth end offices to the Alternative Operator Services Provider Point of 
Interface. AT&T shall prepare and submit the appropriate forms- 
nnnlmpntto 
&e BellSo;th -, which shall review such documents and request any further 
information that may be necessary,--. AT&T shall verify and 
provide any information requested by BellSouth. -.&after the determination 
made in 3.20.3 above, the BellSouth -will submit the appropriate forms to its 
internal organizations,9plpyt;.yp 

3.10.15 The intervals from the determination made in 3.20.3 shall be negotiated between the BellSouth 
Account Team and AT&T based on the number of line class codes and end offices requested 

p. If LCCs have been requested for more than one 
end office in a single order, AT&T may~spe+the order in which BellSouth shall 
implement the end offices. BellSouth may assign a Project Manager to ensure timely and 
accurate implementation. 

3.20.16 Where AT&T is using an Alternative Operator Services Provider, AT&T, may at its option, order 
dedicated trunks between its Alternative Operator Services Provider’s Point of Interface and the 
BellSouth Operator Services Platform. If AT&T elects to install said dedicated trunks, AT&T’s 
Operators may provide verify busy line or line interruption services on numbers located in the 
BellSouth Switch at the rates set forth in Exhibit C. 

Procedures for Selective Carrier Routing Customer-Specific Electronic LSR Ordering 

3.30.1 All AT&T OS/DA calls originated from a customer in an end office where BellSouth is providing 
the local switching to AT&T and where AT&T has requested only a single customized OS/DA 
routing option, shall be routed to that option by BellSouth following the submission of AT&T’s 
LSR without the need for AT&T to provide any indication of the routing on the LSR. BellSouth 
shall accept LSRs electronically.> 
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Software in Georgia 

3.40.1-Custom Branding and Unbranding via OLNS Software -will be made available to AT&T 1 
as it becomes available in the other BellSouth states. 

3.40.2 Unbranding and Custom Branding are available for Directory Assistance and Operator 
Call Processing via OLNS Software_Rates for Custom Branding will be as set forth in 
Exhibit A of this Attachment. 

3.40.3, For Custom Branding, using OLNS Software , allows BellSouth to brand in the name of ( 
AT&T by use of announcement trunk groups. 

3.40.4 Unbranding, using OLNS Software&, allows BellSouth to route to “No I 
Announcement” trunk groups which are common trunk groups provisioned by BellSouth. 

3.40.5 Any Branding Request and subsequent changes will cause AT&T to incur a Loading 
charge an&h+(rate element entitled “DRAM or front end loading, per TOPS switch”) 1 
and the applicable Announcement Charge will also apply as set forth in Exhibit A of this 
Attachment. 

) 3.40.6 Z&&6-Custom Branding and Unbranding via the OLNS software currently is ordered via 
a manual process through the BellSouth Account Team. AT&T will be required to 
complete the appropriate forms and submit to the BellSouth Account Team. BellSouth 
will, in turn, submit the forms to the appropriate BellSouth internal organizations. This 
process will take sixty (60) calendar days. I 

,. “ 3, 
e 

3.30.3 : 

Docket No. 2000-465 

5 JMB-R4 
Page 6 of 7 I1121,OO 



6 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R4 

Page 7 of 7 

11/21/00 



From: itwil l iamson@aKcom 
Sent: Monday, June 052000 I:50 PM 
To: sr271lib@l~a.att.com 
Subject: FW: Interim Chanse Control Process 

Importance: High 

-----0ripinal Message----- 
From: Sandra k evans fmailto:sandra.k.evansOmail.sprint.coml 
Sent: Tuesday, April 13.2000 5:06 PM 
To: sharon.arnettQopenmail.mail.sprint.com; BellSouth@quintessent.net; 
brian.powers@onepointcom.com; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafranOcovad.com; 
c-and-m@bellsouth.net; cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; 
Change.Control@bridne.bellsouth.com; chetvl@eatel.com; 
CPolizzotti@notthpoint.net; Craig.B.DouplasQMCl.com; 
Craig@exceleron.com; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasctuale@btitele.com; dfoustOdeltacom.com: dlasher@eftia.com; 
DoBeckOMediaone.com; donnas@intetech.com; cfpetrvOix.netcom.com; 
drodriguOaccessone.cc; Dwi~ht.ScrivenerOwcom.com; 
epadfield@?nextlink.com; sandra.k.evansDopenmail.mail.sprfnt.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; GarvBCSll.nat; nenerala@cris.com; 
georF)e@accesscomm.com; iason.estep@adelphiacom.com: Jdavid47150aoLcom; 
JDohem/@accessone.cc; leffrev@cellularsouth.com; ihozeOkmctelecom.com; 
JMMaxwell@intermedia.com; Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Wilson Jr, Jack T 
(Tom), BGM; kellev.dunne@onepointcom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
Kimberfv.O.Will iams@MCl.com; kmiller@notthpointcom.com; 
kschwartOcovad.com; IhallQfloridadiaitaLnet; LminasolaOMediaonecom; 
Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com: Mark.E.Tumer@MCl.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; mubeen@niahtfire.com; 
~icole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@Mediaone.com; 
Jkin~horn@eztafktelephone.com; rbuffaBinterloop.net; 

rlthompson@nextlink.com; RSchell@rhvthms.net; Sandraif@intetech.com: 
sbowlinp@caprock.com,; shane@eatel.com; sharon.russo@btitele.com; 
sienninp@nowcommuntcations.com; smasonQinterloop.net: 
sroberOkmctelecom.com; stevetaft @alleaiancetelecom.com; 
TAYLORJGBLCLCOM; tbrooks@manttss.com; TLA@magicnet.net; 
tmontemaverOmantiss.com: ToddBGSll.net: tvercellotti@mantiss.com; 
Tvra.Colbert@wcom.com; wmknapek@intermedia.com; wmontanoQuslec.com; 
wolfsbrcf@cris.com; WWalker@mantiss.com 
Cc: iim.a.lenihan@openmail.mail.sprint.com 
Subiect: Interim Change Control Process 
Importance: High 

Change Control, 

Due to past experience with BellSouth’s Change Mananement Process, 
Sprint does not agree with the New/Interim Change Control Process 
becoming a baseline at the end of 3 months without a review. The 
original Change Management Process formed a Steering Committee for the 
purpose of reviewing the pmcess and suggest chanaes. Few of the 
reguested changes were implemented. Currentlv there is no way to 
introduce changes to the process. The new process eliminates the 
Steering Committee without creating a User’s Forum or some other means 
for CLECs to request changes to the CCP. 

Sprint does not amee with the following processes included in the 
New/Interim Change Control Process: 

Definition of a defect versus feature changes. 
Lack of testing support and environment, 
Lack of a solid question resolution process. 
The dispute Resolution Process needs re-defined. 
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. Carrier Notifications process. An email should atso be included in 
these tvpe of notifications. 
Retirement of systems. 
Interval of Type Z-5 notifications are too tono. 

Aoain Sprint bannot agree to this Newllntenm Change Control process as 
long as the above issues remain open and no resolution process in place 
to work through these and future issues. 

Sandv Evans 
Product Manager 
Sprint National lnhxrated Services 
913-433-8499 
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From: irwitliamsonOatt.com 
Sent: Monday, June 052000 1:52 PM 

; To: sr27llibOl.qa.att.com 
Subject: FW: Update on Pending Chanqe Requests 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Sandra k evans (mailto:sandra.k.evansOmail.sprint.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2000 3:20 PM 
To: sharon.arnett@openmail.mail.sprint.com; 
brian.powers@onepointcom.com; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
c-and-m@bellsouth.net; Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com; 
cheylOeatel.com; CPolizzottiOnorthpoint.net; Craig.B.DouglasOMCl.com; 
Craig@exceleron.com: dbraun@adelphia.com; Debra.PasqualeQ btitele.com; 
dfoustOdeltacom.com; dlasher@eftia.com; DoBeck@Mediaone.com; 
donnas@intetech.com; dpetryOix.netcom.com; drodriguQaccessone.cc; 
sandra.k.evans@openmail.mail.sprint.com; Gay@CSll.net; 
generalg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
Jdavid47158aoLcom: JDoherty@accessone.cc; jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
jhore@kmctelecom.com; JMMaxwell@intermedia.com; 
JOSEPH.ONEALBaclelphiacom.com; Williamson. Jill A, NCAM: Wilson Jr. Jack 
T (Tom), BGM; kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; Kimberly.0.Williams8MCl.com; 
kmillerQnotthpointcom.com; Ihall@floridadigital.net; 
LminasolaQMediaone.com; Mark.E.Turner@MCl.com; 
mconquestOitcdeltacom.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; PBarkerOaol.com; PBohn@Mediaone.com; 
PkingbomBeztalktelephone.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbowlinaOcaorock.com: shane@eatel.com: sharon.russo@?btitele.com: 
~jennin&nowcommuntcattons.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; 
,teve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com: TAYLORJG@LCI.GOM; tbrooksOmantiss.com; 

TLAOMAGICNET.NET; tmontemayerOmantiss.com; Todd@CSll.net; 
tvercellotti@mantiss.com; Tyra.Colbert@wcom.com; 
wmknapek@intermedia.com; wmontanoOuslec.com; wolfsbrgOcris.com; 
WWalker@mantiss.com 
Cc: jim.a.lenihan@openmail.mail.sprint.com 
Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 

Change Control Team, 

Sprint concurs with AT&T that the below examples should be treated as a 
Defect. The possibly of delaying or completly shutting down the 
electronic process of the order flow is detrimental to the CLEC. If a 
maunal work around is suggested or used until the electronic process is 
corrected, the impact to both the CLEC and BST is great. The manual 
processes require more time, headcount, and allows for more errors, This 
is not acceotable to Sorint. Thus the below examoles should be treated 
as a Defeci and requiring the same resolutton timeframe as a Defect.. 

SandyEvans 
Product Manager II 
Sprint National Integrated Services 
913-433-3499 

;;o-z.riginal Message----- 

Sent:’ 
trwilliamson [SMTP:jtwilliamson@att.com] 

Thursday, March 23, 2000 12:14 PM 
To: ChangeControl; Arnett, Sharon A.; TLA: PBarker; PBohn; 
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sbowling; dbraun; tbrooks; bszafran; Tyra.Colbert; 
mconquest; CPolizzotti; Jdavid4715; DoBeck; JDoherty; 
Craig.B.Douglas; kelley.dunne; jason.estep: Evens, Sandra 
K.; george; dfoust; generalg; Ihall; jhoze; Craig; 
sjenning: Sandrajf; Pkingborn; wmknapek; dlasher; 
JMMaxwell; c.and.m; Gary; Todd: kmiller; Lminasola; 
wmontano; tmontemayer; Nicole.Moorman; JOSEPH.ONEAL; 
Debra.Pasquale; dpeby; brian.powers; microsun; Cheryl; 
jeffrey; srober; drodrigu; sharon.russo; brutter; shane; 
donnas; steve.ta@, TAYLORJG: Mark.E.Turner; 
tvercellotti; WWalker; Kimberly.O.Williams; jtwilson2; 
wolfsbrg 

cc: jMlilliamson 
Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 
Importance: High 

In response to your update, I disagree on BellSouth’s assessment of 
my 
requests for the following reasons. 

DEF030100_002 (Pre-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 
While BellSouth may not consider this a systems defect based on the 
fact 
that the systems was designed as such, I consider it a defect in the 
design 
of the system. For example, BellSouth may allow for 15 characters to 
be 
sent to me out of RSAG for a certain field, but only allows for 9 
characters 
on the order. If RSAG gives me back a value greater than 9 (its 
designed to 
accommodate more), I cannot place a firm order because of the way the 
ordering system is designed. Regardless. I cannot send the order and 

$duction is impacted. 

DEF030200~001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
You hit on my point exactly when you stated that there is no business 
rule 
defined for rejecting RPON’d orders. BellSouth does not have any 
documented 
rules around RPON’ing of orders not does it have a reject code 
specifically 
for RPON’O orders. We’ve been told that we can relate the orders 
sequentially or relate all orders to the first order, but neither 
seems to 
generate a consistent result from BellSouth. We’ve been told that 
when 
BellSouth rejects one order in a group of RPON’d orders, it will 
reject all 
of the related orders. However. this does not alwavs occur. 
Sometimes all 
of our orders are rejected and sometimes only one is rejected and the 
related PONs are FOC’d. In order for us to solidify our M&Ps and 
build 
consistency in our process, BellSouth must document its rules around 
RPON’ing of orders. 

Sincerely, 

Jill Will iamson 
AT&T Local Services and Access Management 
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-----Orininal Mnssaon----- a -- --.----I- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Change.ControlObridge.bellsouth.comj 
Sent: Wednesday, March 22,2000 520 PM 
To: sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; TLAOMAGICNET.NET; PBarkerOaol.com; 
PBohnOMediaonecom; sbowling@caprock.com; dbraun@adelphia.com; 
tbrooksQmantiss.com; bszafran@covad.com; Tyra.ColbertOwcom.com; 
mconquestOitcdeltacom.com; CPolizzotti@northpoint.net; 
Jdavid4715@aol.com; DoBeckOMediaonecom; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
Craig.B.Douglas@MCl.com; kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; 
jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; sandra.k.evansOmail.sprint.com; 
georgeOaccesscomm.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; generalgOcris.com: 
Ihall@floridadigital.net; jhoze0 kmctelecomcom; Craig@exceleron.com; 
sjenningOnowcommunications.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
PkingbomOeztalktelephone.com; wmknapekOlntermedia.com; 
dlasher@eftia.com; JMMaxwel l@ lntermedia.com; c~and~m@bellsouth.net; 
Gary@CSll.net; Todd@CSll.net; kmiller@northpointcom.com; 
LminasolaQMediaonecom; wmontano@ustec.com; tmontemayerOmantiss.com; 
Nicole.MoormanOadelphiacom.com; JOSEPH.ONEALOadelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; dpetryOix.netcom.com; 
brian.powers@onepointcom.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
cherylQeatel.com; 
jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; 
sharon.russoQbtitele.com; brutter@kpmg.com; shaneQeatel,com; 
donnas@intetech.com: stevetaff @aliegiancetelecom.com; 
TAYLORJGBLCICOM: 
Mark.E.Tumer@MCl.co’m; tvercellottiQmantiss.com; WWalker@mantiss.com; 
Kimberly.O.Will iams@MCl.com; Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Wilson Jr, 
Jack T 
(Tom), BGM; wolfsbrgOcris.com 

, Subject: Update on Pending Change Requests 

Attention CLECs: 

Attached are updates on two pending change requests: 

DEF030100~002 (Pre-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 
This issue has been reclassified as a feature. The field 
discrepancies 
identified by this request were designed and implemented according to 
the 
original user requirements. BellSouth is investigating this change 
for 
impleme.ntation in a future release. 

DEF030200~001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
This issue has been reclassified as a feature. There is not a 
business 
defined 
where a related PON is rejected because one other or several others 
that are 
related are rejected. This issue has been referred to our 
documentation 
staff 
for review. 

We will keep you posted with the status. Please let us know if you 
have any 
+restions. Docket No. 2000-465 
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Thanks, 

Change Control Team 
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From: irwill iamson@att.com 
Sent: Mondav, June 05,2OgO 152 PM 
TO: sr271lib@lpa.att.com 
Subject: FW: Update on Pending Chanqa Requests 

-----Original Message---- 
From: Tyra Colbert [mailto:tyra.colbert@wcom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 23,200O 3:16 PM 
To: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com; 
sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; TLABMAGICNET.NET; PBarker@aol.com; 
PBohnbMediaonecom; sbowlingOcaprock.com; dbraunOadelphia.com; 
tbrooksOmantiss.com; bszafranOcovad.com; mconquestOitcdeltacom.com; 
CPolizzotti@notthpoint.net; Jdavid47150aoLcom; DoBeck@Mediaone.com; 
JDoherty@accessone.cc; Craig.B.Douglas@wcom.com; 
kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com: george@accesscomm.com; 
dfoust@deltacom.com; generaig@oris.com; Ihall@floridadigital.net; 
jhoze@kmctelecom.com; Craig@exceleron.com; 
sjenning@nowcommunications.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
Pkingborn@eztalktelephone.com; wmknapek@lntermedia.com; 
dlasher@eftla.com; JMMaxwellOtntermedia.com; c-and-m@bellsouth,net; 
GaryOCSll.net; Todd@CSll.net; kmiller@northpointcom.com; 
Lminasola@Mediaone.com; wmontano@uslec.com; tmontemayer@mantiss.com; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; JOSEPH.ONEAL@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
brian.powers@onepointcom.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; chetyl@eatel.com; 
ieffrey@cellularsouth.com; srober@?kmctelecom.com; drodrigu@accessone.cc; 

haron.russoObtitele.com; brutter@kpmg.com; shane@eateLcom; 
Aonnas@intetech.com; steve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com; TAYLORJGOLCt.COM; 
Mark.E.TurnerOwcom.com; tvercellotti@mantiss.com; WWalkerOmantiss.com; 
Kimberly.O.Will iamsOwcom.com; Wilson Jr, Jack T (Tom), BGM; 
wolfabrg@cris.com 
Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 

Bell South Change Control, 

I’m in agreement with AT&T (Jill Williamson) regarding this issue in that it 
needs to be handled as a prtority. If the detect takes us out of business, 
it needs to handled in a expeditious manner. If Bell South identifies a 
work around we should expect some reasonable timeframe to resolve the issue, 
not just “investigating for a future release”. 

Sincerely, 

Tyra Colbert 
MCI WorldCorn 

> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM [mailto:jrwilliamsonQatt.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, March 23,200O I:14 PM 
> To: Change.Control@ bridge.bellsouth.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; 
> TLA@MAGICNET.NET; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@Mediaone.com; 
> sbowlingOcaprock.com; dbraunOadelphia.com; tbrooksOmantiss.com; 

bszafranQcovad.com; Tyra.Colbert@wcom.com; mconquestOitcdeltacom.com; 
GPolizzottiQnorthpointnet; Jdavid4715@aoLcom; DoBeck@Mediaone.com; 

Z= JDohenyyOaccessonecc; Craig.B.DouglasQwcom.com: 
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> kelley.dunneQonepointcom.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
> sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; georgeQaccesscomm.com; 
z dfoust@deltacom.com; generalg@cris.com; fhalf@floridadigital.net; 
> jhoze@ kmctelecom.com; CraigOexceleron.com; 
> sjenning@nowcommunications.com; .Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
> PkingbornQeztalktelephone.com; wmknapek@tntermedia.com; 
> dlasher@eftia.com; JMMaxwell@tntermedia.com; c-and-m@bellsouth.net; 
> Gary@CSll.net; ToddOCSllnet; kmillerOnorthpointcom.com; 
> LminasolaOMediaone.com; wmontano@uslec.com: tmontemayerOmantiss.com; 
> Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; JOSEPH.ONEAL@adelphiacom.com; 
> Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
z brian.powers@onepointcom.com: microsun@bellsouth.net; cherylOeatel.com; 
> jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; drodrigu@accessone.cc; 
> sharon.russo@btitele.com; brutter@kpmg.com; shaneBeatel.com; 
> donnas@intetech.com; steve.taff @allegiancetelecom.com; TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; 
> Mark.E.TurnerQwcom.com; tvercellottiQmantiss.com; WWalker@mantiss.com; 
> Kimberly.O.Will iamsQwcom.com; Wilson Jr, Jack T (Tom), BGM; 
> wolfsbrgOcris.com 
> Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 
> importance: High 
> 
> 
> Valerie, 
> 
> In response to your update, I disagree on BellSouth’s assessment of my 
> requests for the following reasons. 
> 
z DEF030100~002 (Pre-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 
> While BellSouth may not consider this a systems defect based on the fact 
z that the systems was desianed as such. I consider it a defect in 
z the design 
z of the system. For example, BellSouth may allow for 15 characters to be 
z sent to me out of RSAG for a certain field, but only allows for 9 

) + characters 
> on the order. If RSAG gives me back a value greater than 9 (its 
> designed to 
> accommodate more), I cannot place a firm order because of the way the 
> orderina svstem is desianed. Reaardless. I cannot send the order and mv 
> producson is impacted.- - 
> 
> DEF030200~001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
> You hit on my point exactly when you stated that there is no business rule 
> defined for rejecting RPON’d orders. BellSouth does not have any 
> documented 
z rules around RPON’ing of orders not does it have a reject code 
> specifically 
> for RPON’d orders. We’ve been told that we can relate the orders 
> seauentiallv or relate all orders to the first order. but neither seems to 
> generate a-consistent result from BellSouth. We’ve been told that when 
> BellSouth rejects one order in a group of RPON’d orders, it will 
> reject all 
> of the related orders. However, this does not always occur. 
z Sometimes all 
> of our orders are rejected and sometimes only one is rejected and the 
> related PONs are FOC’d. In order for us to solidify our M&Ps and build 
> consistency in our process, BellSouth must document its rules around 
> RPON’ing of orders. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
\ Jill Will iamson 

AT&T Local Services and Access Management 
> 
> 
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> ----Original Message----- 
> From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
5 [mailto:Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.comj 
> Sent: Wednesday, March 22.2000 5:20 PM 
> To: sharon.arnettOmail.sprint.com; TLAIMAGICNET.NET; PBarker@aol.com; 
> PEohn@Mediaone.com; sbowling@caprock.com; dbraun@adelphia.com; 

I > tbrooks@mantiss.com; bszafranBcovad.com; Tyra.Colbert@wcom.com; 
> mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; CPolizzottiBnoiihpoinLnet; 
> Jdavid4715@aol.com; DoBeck@Mediaone.com; JDohetty@accessone.cc; 
> Craig.B.DouglasOMCI.com; kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; 
> jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; sandra,k.evansOmail.sprint.com; 
z george@accesscomm.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; generalg@cris.com; 
z IhallOfloridadigitaLnet; jhozeQ kmctelecom.com; Craig@exceleron.com; 
> sjenning@nowcommunications.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
z Pkingborn@eztalktelephone.com; wmknapekQIntermedia.com; 
31 dlasher@eftia.com; JMMaxwell@Intermedia.com; c-and-m@bellsouth.net; 
> GatyOCSlLnet; Todd@CSll.net; kmiller@northpointcom.com; 
z Lminasola@Mediaone.com; wmontano@uslec.com; tmontemayer@mantiss.com: 
> Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; JOSEPH.ONEAL@adelphiacom.com; 
> Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
> brien.powersOonepointcom.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; cheryl@eatel.com; 
z jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; drodriguQaccessone.cc; 
> sharon.russo@btitele.com; brutter@kpmg.com; shaneOeatel.com; 
> donnas@intetech.com; steve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com; TAYLORJGOLCLCOM: 
5 Mark.E.Turner@MCl.com; tvercellotti@mantiss.com; WWalker@mantiss.com; 
5 Kimberly.O.Will iams@MCl.com; Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Wilson Jr, Jack T 
z (Tom), BGM; wolfsbrg@cris.com 
r Subject: Update on Pending Change Requests 
> 
> 
> Attention CLECs: 

z Attached are updates on two pending change requests: 
z 
. DEF030100~002 (Pm-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 

> This issue has been reclassitied as a feature. The field discrepancies 
> identified by this request were designed and implemented according to the 
> original user requirements. BellSouth is investigating this change for 
> implementation in a future release. 

c DEF030200~001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
> This issue has been reclassified as a feature. There is not a business 
> defined 
> where a related PON is rejected because one other or several 
> others that are 
5 related are rejected. This issue has been referred to our documentation 
z- staff 
> for review. 
> 
> We will keep you posted with the status. Please let us know if 
s- you have any 
> questions. 
> 
> Thanks, 
> 
> Change Control Team 
> 
> 
> 
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From: irwill iamson@atLcom 
Sent: Mondav, June 052000 152 PM 
To: sr2?1lib@Iga.att.com 
Subject: FW: change control 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Tyra Colbert [mailto:tyra.colbett@wcom.com] 
Sent: Monday, April IO, 2000 7:39 AM 
To: Sandra k evans; sharon.arnett@openmail.mail.sprlnt.com; Williamson, 
Jill R, NCAM; mark.e.tumerOwcom.com 
Subject: REz change control 

MCI WorldCorn also agrees that a consensus has not been met between the CLEC 
community and Bell South, and that a 3 month trial pertod is a must. 
Without a trial period this would allow BST to close the door on a process 
that we have noted clear disagreement and have highlighted several gaps 
within the process. MCI WorldCorn is in support of requesting that a trial 
period be established before the process is considered final. 

Tyra 

> -----Original Message----- 
+ From: Sandra k evans [mailto:sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com] 
> Sent: Friday, April 07,ZOOO 4:34 PM 
> To: sharon.amett@openmail.mail.sprint.com; jfwilliamsonOatt.com; 

mark.e.turner@wcom.com; Tyra.Colbert@wcom.com 
> Subject: RE: change control 
> 
> 
z Jill, , 
; Sprint agrees BellSouth did not receive consensus. I think a 3 month 
> trial should show a good indication if the CMP is going to work for the 
z CLEC community. Sprint is already experiencing issues with system outage 
> notifications and getting questions resolved between the Change 
> Management Team and the Account Team. 
1 
> Sandy 
> 913-433-8499 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
z  
> 
> 
z  
> 
> 

> 

-----Original Message----- 
From: jtwilliamson [SMTP:jnwill iamson@att.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 06,200O 4:23 PM 
To: mark.e.turner; Arnett, Sharon A.; Evans, Sandra K.; 

TyraColbeti 
cc: jrwilliamson 
Subject: change control 

As FYI, attached is KPMG’s interim report on the Georgia Third Party 
Testing. Take a look at the Change Control Section highlighted. As 
far as 
I’m concerned, we don’t have a consensus. Also, I firmly believe, 
based on 
my past and current experience with the process, that we need to have 
a 
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> trial period for the process. Any thoughts??? 
> 
> Jill 
> 
z > <<KPMG 4-6-OO-.doc- 

J Y-2. 
> > 
> <.z File: KPMG 4-6-OO-.doc >> 
> 
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EICCP Steering Committee 
Meeting Minutes 

DATE: March 23,200O 

MEETING: EICCP Steering Committee 

PURPOSE: Review Interim Change Control Process 

ATTENDEES 
Tyra Colbert, MCI 
Sandy Evans, Sprint 
Melvin Porter, BST 

Bill Shoemaker, BST 
Renard Robinson, BST 

Brian Rotter, KPMG 
Jill Williamson, AT&T 
Tom Monfemayer, 
MantisslAccess One 
Cornelius White, BST 
Steve Hancock, BST 

Valerie Cottingham, BST 
Edwardine Marrone - BST 
Shamne Stapler, ITC-DeltaComm 

Cheryl Storey, BST 

AGENDA 
Agenda This was a follow-up conference call to review BST’s input regarding the recommended changes 

made to the Change Control Process during the CLEClSST February 29,200O conference call. 

/ SUMMARY OF MEETING 
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Review of 
Changes to the 
CCP 

PIWXSS 
Change/Review 

Page 2 

1 The CCP documentation (Ver 1.3, March 14,200O) was updated to incorporate the following 
changes: 
l Addition of Type 6 Change Request, CLEC Impacting Defect 
l Increased number of participants at Change Review meetings 
l Changed cycle time for Types 2-5 Step 3 from 20 days to 15 days 
l Defined Step 4 of the Defect Notification process to include communicating the workaround 

to the CLEC community 
. Added web site address for the Change Control Process 
l Added notification regarding the Retirement and Introduction of new interfaces 
l Added new status codes for Defect Change Requests: ‘v” for Validated Defect, “W ” for 

Workaround Developed, “DC” for Defect Cancelled “, “S” for Defect Scheduled for Release 
and “I” Defect Implemented 

l Added new status codes for Types 2-5 Change Requests: “S for Scheduled for a Release and 
“I” for Implemented Change Request 

l Removed reference to ED1 Helpdesk. Electronic Communications Support (ECS) will be the 
first point of contact for Type 1 System Outages. 

l Word changes to provide clarification throughout the document. 
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Page 3 

Process: - 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Introduction of new interfaces and retirement of existing interfaces. All new interfaces must 
be introduced through the CCP (not just announced) and that the retirement of an existing 
interface should be facilitated through the CCP. 
Issues around or changes to testing of the interfaces and processes should be managed through 
the CCP. 
Any issues or questions surrounding the interfaces, documentation of business processes 
should also be managed through the CCP. 
Notifications and correspondence from BellSouth should be distributed to the industry via 
BellSouth’s web site and email. 
Need a process for reporting requests for expedited features. 
The intervals for resolution of a defect are too long. 
Need to further define defect (system vs. design, lack of business rules) 
Software release and documentation notifications of 30 days are not sufficient time for CLECs 
to build their interfaces. 

Status: BellSouth will comply with Regulatory statements/changes. If dates of responding are 
different a CLEC Notification Letter will be posted to the BellSouth web site. 
3. Test environment for CLECs. 
Status: There is a pending change request under review for an ED1 Test Environment. 
4. Web posting of release status and release notification information. 
Status: Release status and release notification information will be posted to the web site when the 
new CCP is fully implemented. 
5. Retirement of existing interfaces. 
Status: Note was added to Version 1.3, March 14.2000 CCP document indicating as new 
interfaces are introduced or retired, BellSouth will post a CLEC Notification Letter to the web 60- 
90 days prior to the introduction or retirement of the interface. Refer to “CLEC Concerns” - this 
is an outstanding issue. 
6. Status of pending change requests. 
Status: Our monthly status meeting on March 29,200O will provide status of all pending requests. 
7. Copy of notification template. 
Status: The Type 1 System Outage notification template was reviewed during this meeting. 
8. BST is currently looking at incorporating the initial notification for Type 1 System Outages 

via email to all impacted CLECs. 
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/ I Review of New 
Action Items 

1. BellSouth will consider improvement ideas listed in the “CLEC Concerns” section of these 
minutes. 

2. BST Electronic Communications Support (ECS) will entertain the suggestion of providing 
resolution information to the Type 1 System Outage Notification. 

3. The Change Control Team will make. the following changes to the Interim Change Control 
Process document (Version 1.3. March 14.2000): 

. Add “billing” to Process and Documentation bullets under types of changes that will be 
managed by this process (Introduction Section) 

. Further define “‘Testing Support” and “Issue Resolution/Que%ions” under types of changes 
that Change Control Process does not include (Introduction Section) 

. Define a process for handling defects that are re-classified as features (design defects and 
documentation issues). 

l Change Step 3 cycle time (Types 2-5) from 15 to 20 Bus Days. 
. Add to Step 10 (Types 25) verbiage regarding BellSouth Business Requirements will be 

presented to CLECs. If needed, BellSouth will incorporate changes and re-baseline. 
. Add verbiage to reflect that notification will be posted to the web if it is determined that a 

defect affects more than one CLBC (Section 5.0 -Defect Notification Process opening 
paragraph). 

. Reword “NOTE” in Section 6.0 - Change Review to reflect that status meetings will occur 
monthly. Prioritization meetings will include monthly status agenda. 

l Terms & Definitions -include verbiage to the definition for Type 1 System Outage to match 
Type 1 Definition in Section 3.0. 

The goals of implementing the new Change Control Process are: 
. “Work” process as defined 
. Review performance of defined process 
l Take “iinprovement ideas” into consideration 
. Move forward with implementing new Change Control Process 4/17/00 

A follow up call will be scheduled to review status of outstanding issues. Meeting details to 
follow. 

Page 4 
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@ BELLSOUTH 
Change Control Process 

Meeting Minutes 

DATE: April 17,200O 

MEETlNG: CCP Interim Document Review Meeting 

PURPOSE: Review Status of CCP Interim Document changes 

ATTENDEES 
Tyra Colbert, MCI 

Sandy Evans, Sprint 
Steve Hancock, EST 
Bill Shoemaker, BST 

Mary Conquest, ITC- 
Deltacom 
Jill Williamson, AT&T 
Cheryl Storey, BST 

Valerie Cottingham, BST 

Edwardine Marrone - BST 

AGENDA 

Agenda Review changes to the Interim CCP Document since last meeting. 

SUMMARY OF MEETING 

Opening I I The BCCM opened the meeting and covered the items we were to accomplish on this conference 
call. 

l Review changes to the Interim CCP Document, including the Testing portion. I 

Cheryl Storey -EST discussed the recent changes that have been made to the Interim Change 
Control Document (Ver. 1.4, April 14,200O). These included the addition of the Testing 
Environment portion and clarification of the Dispute Process, 

1. Discussed the verbiage surrounding the addition of “billing” issues to the document in the 
introduction section. Clarification was offered and discussion was held that Change Control 
would not handle billing changes as they affect the electronic interfaces. BST will go back 
internally and clarify the scope of what “billing” will include. 

2. Change control will not be including testing support. 
3. Clarified that the issue resolution/questions are not included in Change Control. 
4. Discussed about Type 1 system outages and that Email notification will now be sent with the 

web posting. Also clarified the email notification reference throughout the document. 
5. Discussed about Type 6 defect notification and that Email notification will now be sent with 

the web posting. Also clarified the email notification reference throughout the document as it 
relates to Type 6. 
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6. Discussed the Introduction and Retirement of Interfaces section and the posting guidelines. 
7. Discussed about the addition of the Dispute Resolution Process to the document. 
8. Discussed the addition of the Informational page regarding the Testing Environment and 

explained that testing would not be included in change control but should be coordinated 
through the Account Teams using the current process. 

9. BST recommends to the CLEC community that if a trial is agreed upon for 3 months using 
this process and CLEC issues are addressed, a “final” baselined document would be 
implemented at the end of the 3 month period. MCI and ITUDeltacom verbally agreed to 

resolution. BST ekplained that currently the date, type of outage, brief description of outage 
and resolution date will be included. 

ACTION ITEM: BST - Susan Hart will provide the suggested format that the ECS group will 
publish. 
2. Jill Will iamson (AT&T) is concerned that workarounds are not always working and there 

needs to be a process or mechanism in place to identify these situations and allow for more 
expedient resolution. 

3. Jill Will iamson (AT&T) wants clarification on when a defect becomes a “feature” change and 
gets reclassified as a pending request. 

4. AT&T, Sprint, and MCI agreed that depending on the situation, the CLECs may not be 
willing to participate in another “dispute team” before filing a formal complaint with the 
commisions on items that have been escalated to Level 3. 

5. CLECs would prefer that the testing environment go through Change Control. 
6. Tyra Colbert (MCI) recommends that additional terms be added to the term definitions. (e.g., 

Account Manager, ECS, etc.) 
7. CLF.Cs recommend to BST that a 3 month trial be implemented using the Interim Change 

Control process to determine if process is working as outlined before committing the 
document as “Final”. 
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November 13,200O 
Release 9.0 User Requirements 

MEETING MINUTES 

LIEETINCNAME MINUTES PREPAREDB” DATE PREP&REO 
Release 9.0 User Requirements Cheryl Storey - Change Control Team 1 l-14-00 

Participants/Attendees 
PARTICIPANT COMmN” 

/Donna Cain AT&T I 

Meeting Information History 
DATE START TV/E 
llp3/00 200 PM EST 

ENDilME 
300 PM EST 

PI)RTICIPINT COMPANY 
Kevin McCall BST 

/Stephanie Smith 

1 Brenda Jones 

Barry Burnett 

Michelle Gemey 

Brian Rutter 

Jane Scott 

Lorraine Watson 

Jean John 

Dset I 

BST I 

Trivergent 

Trivergent 

KPMG 

BST 

WorldCorn 

Quintessent 

t I I 
MEETING PURPOSE 

. Review User Requirements for Release 9.0. 

. Discuss season for removing three (3) targeted features from Release 9.0 scope. 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Agenda Items Discussion 

L. Removal of Targeted Features from 
Release 9.0 Scope 

The following features that were targeted for Release 9.0 will not be 
included in the scope: 

I. Review of UNE to UNE Migration! I. Review of UNE to UNE Migration! 
Jser Requirements (CR0030) Jser Requirements (CR0030) 

i. Wrap up/Adjourn i. Wrap up/Adjourn 

November 13,200O 
Release 9.0 User Requirements 

MEETING MINUTES 

CR0003 - RPON Electronic Reject & Flow-Through 

EDI1215990001/CR0133 - TN vs RSAG Validation/Migration of UNE- 
P Notifications 

ED10812990003 - 411 Drops-Electronic Solution 

Due to the system capacity of Release 9.0, with Number Pooling being 
a sizable effort, the above 3 (three) targeted features have been 
removed from the Release 9.0 scope and are being considered for 
Release 10.0. 

BellSouth is in the process of finalizing Release 10.0 scope. The 
prioritization mnking from both the 6/28/00 and 9/27/00 meetings 
are being considered for Release 10.0. It’s probable that all items 
previously targeted will not be included in Release 10.0. 

Release 11.0 has not been scheduled yet. 

Jane Scott led the review of the UNE to UNE Migrations User 
Requirements (CROOSO). The scope of this feature is to provide the 
functionality to eleckonically support UNE-to-UNE migration service 
requests for REQTYI’ M: ACT of V for Port/Loop Combo to REQTYP 
A (Loop). 

Jill (AT&T) questioned if this feature supported REQTYP M to B. The 
response provided was that REQTYP M to B was not included in these 
User Requirements. If this functionality is needed, a Change Request 
would need to be submitted. 

Jill (AT&T) questioned if orders could be related. The response 
provided is that there is no change in submitting RPONs to relate 
LSRS. 

Jill (AT&T) questioned if there were any restrictions with this feature. 
Jane advised there are no restrictions. If you can perform a function 
today, you will be able to perform the same function when this feature 
is implemented. 

This feature accommodates conversion from CLEC to same CLEC 
(must own the account). 

klease 9.0 scope includes: 

3130169 - Number Pooling Mandate 

ZR0030 - UNE to UNE Migrations 

l’he scheduled implementation date is 01/06/01. 

12/22/2000 
2 
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November 13,200O 
Release 9.0 User Requirements 

MEETING MINUTES 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.c~~] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2000 5:19 PM 
TO: 
Subject: ID: Update to Rel 9.0 Targeted CRs 

Distributed Message 

Message sent by: Change Control /m6,mail6a 

To unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
List Manager /ml,mailla with the Subject line: UNSUBSCRIBE CCF 

For online help, send a message with the subject HELP. 
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DRAFT 

Internal Reference # (1) Date Change Request Submitted m  (2) 

0 TYPE 5 (CLEC) 0 TYPE 4 (BST) 0 TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) 0 TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

q DEFECT (3A) 
Company 
Name-AT&T (4) 

CCM-Jill Will iamson (5) Phone-404-810-8562 (6) 
CCM Email Address jrwilliamson@att.com-(7) Fax-404-810-8562 (8) 
Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # (10) 

Originator’s Name -Jill Will iamson (11) Phone-404-810-8562 (12) 
Title of Change -RPON Business Rules and Error Messages (13) 

Category q Add New Functionality q Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 3/10/00 (15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact q Major q Minor 0 None expected (16) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority q Urgent 0 High 13 Medium 17 Low (17) 

Interfaces Impacted (18) 
q Pre-Ordering q Ordering q Maintenance 0 Manual 

0 LENS q EDI i, TAFI 
0 TAG 0 LENS 0 EC-TA Local 
0 CSOTS 0 TAG 

Type Of Change -Check one or more, as applicable (19) 
0 Software 0 Hardware 0 Industry Standards 
0 Product & Services q New or Revised Edits 0 Process 
q Documentation q Regulatory 0 Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) 
There are currently no documented business rules for placinq orders that are related. AT&T has been 
sendina the orders such that the second PON is related to the first PON, the third PON is related to the 
second PON and so forth. At one time, BellSouth told us that we should relate all of the orders to the first 
order. Also, our understandina is that if BellSouth reiects one of the related orders, all of the related orders 
should be reiected. This does not happen. In most cases when one of the related orders IS reiected. the 
others qet FOC’d. BellSouth needs to clearly define its expectations for related orders and fix Its systems 
such that they match the business rules Also, BellSouth does not have an electronic reiect that states the 
order was reiected because the RPON’d order was reiected. (We’ve only seen this in the manual 
environment) BellSouth needs to add a reiect code/reason for RPON’d orders. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information q Yes 0 No (22) 

Attachment A-4A 
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List all business specifications and/or requirements documents Included (or Internet I Standards location, 
if applicable) 

This Section to be completed by BCCM only. 

Change Request Log # CR0003 23) Clarification 0 Yes [XI No (24) 

Clarification Request Sent / I (25) Clarification Response Due I I (26) 

Status -~c-d27) 

Change Request Review Date 06/28100-(28) Target implementation Date ___ (29) 

Last Modified By -BCCM (30) Date Modified -1 l/6/00- (31) 

Review Results (32) -3-17-00 There is not a business defined where a related PON is rejected 
because one other or several others that are related are rejected. This issue has been referred to our 
documentation staff to incorporate the handling of RPONs in the business rules. 

6-29-00 Business rules for RPONs are targeted to be included in the next update of the BellSouth 
Business Rules for Local Ordenng (BBR-LO) mid-July, 2000. 

7-25-00 Target date for posting RPON business rules in the BellSouth Business Rules for Local Ordering 
(BBR-LO) guide has changed to August 25, 2000 The request for the electronic reject is currently being 
sized for a future release. 

8/16/00 -Advance copy of RPON business rules provided to CLEC community. 

8/31/00 - RPON business rules posted on Web site. 

9/14/00 See Related CR0137 and CR0160. 

AT&T is requesting that BellSouth modify its systems so that additional order types will flow through its 
systems without manual intervention. AT&T would like BellSouth to fully mechanized the following order 
types: All RPON’d orders. 

g/22/00-Targeted for Release 9.0 scheduled for 01/06/01. 

1 l/6/00 - RPON flow-through and electronic reject will not be included with Release 9.0 scope. This 
issue to be addressed during the 11/13/00 Release 9.0 User Requirements meeting. 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate 0 Training 0 Clarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date -I--,-- (34) 
Request Appeal 0 Yes 0 No (35) 

Appeal Considerations (36) 

Agreed Release Date I I (37) CMVC # (36) 
Attachment A-4A - 

Docket No. 2000-465 
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RF-1870 
(5198) 

Change Request Form 
Internal Reference # (1) Date Change Request Submitted 12/15/99 

mCLEC DBST (3) 
(2) 

Company Name AT&T 
CCM Jill Will iamson (5) 

(4) 
Phone 404-820-8562 (6) 

CCM Email Address jrwill iamson@att.com (7) Fax 404-81 O-8605 (8) 
Alternate CCM (9) Alternate Phone (10) 
Originator’s Name Jill Will iamson (11) Phone 404-810-8562 (12) 
Title of Change Validation on TN vs. Address (13) 

Category: DAdd New Functionality mChange Existing (14) Desired Due Date 2/l/00 (15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact (x(Major aMinor ONone expected (16) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority mUrgent [7High OMedium oLow(l7) 

~-I 

Type Of Change-Check one or more, as applicable (19) 

E 

Software 0 Hardware nlndustry Standards 

Product & Services 0 X New or Revised Edits 17 Process 

cl Documentation Cr]Regulatoly 0 Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets. if necessarv.) (201 
It appears that Bell&th currently conducts full edits on both the telephone number and service address on all 
orders, regardless of the activity type. Because the edit requires that every aspect of the address be exactly 
correct (St. vs Street), a high number of “RSAG invalid” rejects are unncessarily generated. AT&T concedes 
that this level of validation is probably necessary on an order for new service, however, should not be required 
when a migration of or change to existing service is being ordered. In the past, BellSouth did a “partial valldatio 
on these order types, validating the TN and street number against its database and the number of RSAG errors 
dropped significantly. AT&T requests that BellSouth relax its edits on migrations, changes. suspends,etc. 
and use TN and street number information only for validation purposes. While this request is more 
critical for non-LNP orders, it also applies to LNP orders. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information [7Yes ~No (22) 
Docket NO. 2000-465 
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List all business specifications and/or requirements documents Included (or Internet/Standards location, 
if applicable) 

RF-1870 
(5198) 

Change Request Form 

This Section to be completed by BCCM only. 

Change Request Log # ED1121599001 (23) Clarification mYes=No (2~ 

Clarification Request Sent 12/16/99 (25) Clarification Response Due 12/23/99 63 

Status RC (27) 

Enhancement Review Date 06/28/00 (28) Target Implementation Date (2; 

Last Modified By BCCM (30) Date Modified 1 l/6/00 (3’ 

Review Results (32) 
g-18-00 For LNP orders, the end user information is needed to ensure the end user is within the 
Toll Message Rate Center (TMRC). 

g-22-00 Edits have been relaxed for changes, disconnects, suspends, restores, seasonal suspends 
and denies. BST is currently reviewing the business rules to determine electronic programming 
changes that may need to be made to support conversions and migrations (ACTS V, W, P and Q) 
For LNP, the edits cannot be relaxed because the end user information is used to ensure that the 
end user address is in the same TMRC with the serving wire center for that telephone number. 
Targeted for Release 9.0 scheduled for 01/06/01. 

g-27-00 CR0133 - Migration of UNE-P Notifications (WorldCorn) combined with EDl1215990001. 

11-6-00 TN vs RSAG Validation changes will not be included in Release 9.0 scope. This issue will 
be addressed at the 1 I-13-00 Release 9.0 User Requirements meeting. 

Canceled Change Request CS]Duplicate aTraining c] ” Clanflcatron Not Received (3: 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date (34 

Request Appeal nYes ON0 (35) 

Appeal Consideration (36) 
Docket No. 2000-465 

JMB-R7 
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Agreed Release Date (37) 
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RF-1870 
(398) 

Change Request Form 
Internal Reference # 

~CLEC ~BST (3 (1 Date Change Request Submitte8/12/99 
) CCM Jill Will iamson (5) Phone 404-810-8562 

CCM Email Address jrwill iamson@att.com (7) Fax 404-E 1 O-8605 
Alternate CCM (9) Alternate Phone 
Originator’s Name Jill Will iamson (11) Phone 404-810-8562 
Title of Change 411 Drop-out 

Category: mAdd New Functionality 0 Desired Due IO/l/99 

Originating CCM assessment of impact 17 (X(Minor ONone expectel6) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority m  [7High nMediuaLow(l7) 

(2) 
(4) 
(6) 
63) 
(10) 
(12) 
(13) 

(15) 

Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (19) 

II Software 0 Hardware nlndustry Standards 

0 Product & Services [7New or Revised EdiaProcess 

0 Documentation aRegulatory cl Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessarv.) (20) 
Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) 
In the current environment, when a customers listing “drops out” of 41 l/DA, BellSouth requires that 
CLEC’s fax a new LSR to BellSouth to correct the drop out regardless of whether the fall-out is caused 
by BellSouth or the CLEC. AT&T agrees that when the drop out is caused by the CLEC, a new LSR 
should be sent. However, when the fall out is caused by BellSouth, a CLEC should not have to send a 
LSR. AT&T requests that BellSouth adopt its 411 drop out form as an 
is caused by BellSouth 

interim solution when the drop out 
and work jointly to develop an acceptable process for future use and 

our jointly 
propose 

developed form/process to OBF. Because AT&T has nothing to “correct” on that customers 
service, it’s systems cannot (and should not) generate a new LSR with no changes. 
Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information El Yes I30 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet I Standards location, 
if applicable) 
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AT&T’s proposed form is attached. 

i RF-1870 
(998) 

Change Request Form 

This Section to be completed by BCCM only. 

Change Request Log # ED10812990003 

Clarification Request Sent 

Status RC (27) 

(23) Clarification p+T[No (24 

Clarification Response Due (26 

Enhancement Review Date g/28/99 (1st) (2Target Implementation Date (29 
6128100 (2nd) 

Last Modified By BCCM (30) Date Modified 1 l/6/00 (31 

Review Results (32) 
Note: BST agrees that when a listing falls out of 41 l/DA due to BST error that an LSR should not have 
to be submitted by the CLEC. BST will be glad to review the form that ATT proposes to be used as an 
interim solution to the problem and advise if we agree to use it. 

09118100 -The process for handling 411 drops will be documented and provided to the CLEC 
community. If a listing drops out of 41 l/DA, the CLEC should call the LCSC to report the drop. 
The LCSC retrieves the LSR to investigate cause of error. If determined to be a BST error, it is 
corrected immediately, no additional papework is required. If CLEC error, CLEC will need to 
resubmit LSR. Change Control is in the process of investigating a standard process for CLECs to 
use to report 411 drops in batch, if they do not wish to call the LCSC. 

09/22/00 -A form for CLECs to use to report 411 drops in batch will be presented at the 10/25/00 
Monthly Status meeting. BST is pursuing the possibility of implementing an electronic solution 
in Release 9.0. 

10/25/00 - Documented process for reporting 411 drops and a standard form for submitting drops in 
batch was presented and discussed at the IO/25100 Monthly Status Meeting. Updates to the 
form will be discussed at the 1 l/15/00 Monthly Status Meeting in addrtion to when the form can be 
implemented. 

1 l/6/00 -The electromc solution for reporting 411 drops will not be included in the Release 9.0 Docket No. 2000-465 
scope. This issue to be addressed at the 1 VI5100 Monthly Status Meeting. JMB-R’I 
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Canceled Change Request -[Duplicate Training UClariRcation Not Recei(33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date (34) 

Request Appeal OYes INo (35) 
Jointly Developed by the El Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
2of3 
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Appeal Consideration (36) 

Agreed Release Date (37) 
I 
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Bradbury,J M  (Jay) - LGA 

From: 

SF 

Subject: 

jrwill iamson@att.com 
Tuesday, November 28,200O IO:05 AM 
bradbury@att.com; sharonnorris@attcom; eppsteiner@att.com; mrule@att.com; 
gpterry@att.com; dreinig@att.com; bkgrant@ati.com,; bobik@att.com 
FW: 1 l/13/00 Rel 9.0 User Requirements Meeting Minutes 

Importance: High 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM 
Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2000 lo:04 AM 
To: 'Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com'; Annette.Cook@espire.net; 
apatel3@telcordia.com; BellSouth@quintessent.net; bestZ@surfsouth.com; 
brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; c and m@bellsouth.net; 
cassandrap@networktelephone.net; CatherTne.Gray@alltel.com; 
cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; cflanigan@uslec.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; 
charrisonempowercom.com; cheryl@eatel.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; 
christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com.~~~; 
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.com; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; DElliott@connectsouth.com; 
desiree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dkane@aspiretelecom.com; dlasher@eftia.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.com; 
donnam@networktelephone.net; donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; ed.ramsdenecc.gte.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; frankb@cellone-ms.com; Gary@CSII.net; 
vzneralg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
'~britton@phonesforall.com; Jdavid4?15@aol.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@kmctelecom.com; jmclau@kmctelecom.com; 
JMMaxwell@Intermedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.com; Wilson Jr, Jack T (Tom), 
BGM; julie.jacobs@adelphiacom.com; Katherine.Hudler@espire.net; 
kcooper@eftia.com; kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
Kimberlv.O.Will iams@MCI.com; kmarshall@telstar.oru; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; lhall@floridadigital.net; 
l isa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; 
mark@annox.com; marybethkeane@kpmg.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; mer@networkwcs.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; mt7210@momail.sbc.com; ngiugno@kpmg.com; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com: 
Pkinghorn@eztalktelephone.com; prehm@nightfire.com; 
prichardson@Trivergent.com; rbennett@floridadigital.net; 
rbuffa@interloop.net; rhonda.calvert@adelphiacom.com; 
robert@alternativephone.com; rszczepanski@kpmg.com; 
sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbowling@caprock.com; shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; 
sharon.russo@btitele.com; sjenning@nowcommunications.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@Trivergent.com; smurray@rhythms.net; 
snole@kpmq.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
steve.taffeallegiancetelecom.com; stuartw@networkonecom.com; 
tallevlinda@mindsDrins.com: Tanva.Finnev@esDire.net: TAYLORJG@LCI.COM: _ - ~ _ 
timk@networktelephone.net; TLA@MAGICNET.NET; tmontemayer@MANTISS.com; 
Todd@CSII.net; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Will iamsal@cepb.com; 
wmknapek@Intermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; woody@albionconnect.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; trsmith@Trivergent.com; 

haynes@Trivergent.com; ssmith@dset.com; sangelo@bellsouth.net; 
brown@covad.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; 

Connie@albionconnect.com; ASamson@birch.com; 
heidi.a.crow@mail.sprint.com; rbreckin@telcordia.com; 
msykes@telcordia.com; billg@telcordia.com; svc-gate@telcordia.com; 
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karen.grim@mail.sprint.com; mike.norris@mindspring.com; 
csti@bellsouth.net; mdominick@Trivergent.com; dgraham@MRNTISS.com; 
KKester@STIS.com; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; Hwhitt ington@mpowercom.com; 
Taldinger@mpowercom.com; Rdupraw@mpowercom.com; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; 
JOliver@birch.com; reym@networktelephone.net; LHinton@PrismCSI.net; 
dmcmanus@Trivergent.com; bmurdo@kmctelecom.com; david.burley@wcom.com; 
SLivelv@Triverqent.com; TThompsonZ@broadband.att.com; 
blsint~rfacecontrol@kpmg.~o~;-Kathryn.Phipps~btitel~.~~~; 
ronald.l.thompson@xo.com; MPatyk@connectsouth.com; schula.hobbs@dsl.net; 
mark@albionconnect.com; AZerillo@birch.com; EGunn@birch.com; 
clhawk@kmctelecom.com; tami.m.swenson@ac.com; jim.lee@dsl.net; 
TJStokes@Trivergent.com; Faye.Restaino@dsl.net; Elliot.Wrann@dsl.net; 
changecontrol.bellsouth@onepointcom.com; carl.taylor@lecstar.com; 
Glenn.Sonnier@usunwired.com; arobison@kpmg.com; 
default.user@bellsouth.com; KUchida@northpoint.net; 
ESaeed@northpoint.net; PPinick@birch.com; lynn@mfn.net; ruth@mfn.net; 
mcbrunnhilde@juno.com; lavernek@arrowcom.com; Micki.Jones@wcom.com; 
jfuller@fairpoint.com; EFarnell@broadband.att.com; 
Ellen.Neis@mail.sprint.com; Ronald.Klamer@wcom.com; 
conniec@arrowcom.com; CoDavis@covad.com; t imw@networkonecom.com; 
sheryl scobel@stratosoilandgas.com; Nancy.Watt@RHTelCo.com; 
wendy.F;ernandez@RHTelCo.com; swargo@rhythms.net; 
Alan.Flanigan@twtelecom.com 
Subject: RE: 11/13/00 Rel 9.0 User Requirements Meeting Minutes 
Importance: High 

Change Control Team, 

This message is to follow-up on the concerns I expressed in our November 13 
call to review UNE to UNE Miqration requirements. As I stated on the call, 
the requirements developed by BellSouth do not meet the needs of AT&T. 
BellSouth's reauirements onlv allow a CLEC to miorate from a oort/loon 
wmbination (REQTYP M) to a stand alone loop (RE;TYP A). Thi's scenaryo will 
x a very rare occurrence when converting a customer from "NE-P to "NE-L. 
In most, if not all, instances, the customer will want to keep his existing 
telephone number. Because BellSouth failed to include requirements for 
converting from a port/loop combination (REQTYP M) to a l&p with number 
uortabilitv (REOTYP B). CLECs will be forced to send multiole orders to _. - 
accomplish a migration that could be done with one order. 'Today's 
environment allows us to migrate a customer from BellSouth retail to a loop 
with number portability, therefore, the same process should be available to 
migrate from UNE-P to loop with number portability. 

When BellSouth presented its requirements for UNE to UNE Migrations, it 
presented the requirements as final with no opportunity for change by the 
CLECs. This is another instance of BellSouth not providing CLECs the 
opportunity to provide input during the development phase. The result is 
that BellSouth will be delivering a product that does not meet the needs of 
the CLECs, adds expense to CLECs cost of doing business (charges per order), 
and will cause re-work in the future to change what was implemented. 

AS part of our CCP Improvement initiative, we MUST create a process with 
intervals that allow for better communication between CLECs and BellSouth 
SMEs. Otherwise, both BellSouth and the CLECs will continue to expend 
resources unnecessarily with little results to show for it. 

Sincerely, 

Jill Will iamson 
AT&T Local Services and Access Management 

----Original Messaqe----- 
I  rom: Change.Controi@bridge.bellsouth.com 

imailto:Chanae.Control@bridae.bellsouth.coml 
sent: Friday; November 17, iOO0 8:51 AM . 
To: Annette.Cook@espire.net; apatel3@telcordia,com; 

2 
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BellSouth@quintessent.net; bestZ@surfsouth.com; brutter@kpmg.com; 
bszafran@covad.com; c and m@bellsouth.net; 
cassandrap@networktelephone.net; Catherine.Gray@alltel.com; 
cecilia.ortiz@adelphiaco~.com; cflanigan@uslec.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; 
charrison@mpowercom.com; cheryl@eatel.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; 
christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com,com; 
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.com; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasauale@btitele.com; DElliott@connectsouth.com; 
desiree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dkaneQasDiretelecom.com: dlasher@eftia.com: DoBeck@MediaOne.com: 
donnam@networktelephone:net; donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; ESingletoneeztalktelephone.com; 
evdotv@nextlink.com; frankb@cellone-ms.com; Gary@CSII.net; 
generalg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
jbritton@phonesforall.com; Jdavid4715@aol,com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@kmctelecom.com; jmclau@kmctelecom.com; 
JMMaxwellPIntermedia.com: inovo@mDowercom.com: Williamson. Jill R. NCAM; 
Wilson Jr; Jack T (Tom),' ~ BGM; julle.jacobs@adelphiacom.com; 
Katherine.Hudler@espire.net; kcooper@eftia.com; 
kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
Kimberly.O.Will iams@MCI.com; kmarshall@telstar.orq; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; lhall@floridadigital.net; 
l isa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; 
mark@annox.com; marybethkeane@kpmq.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; mer@networkwcs.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; mt7210@momail.sbc.com; nqiugno@kpmq.com; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
Pkinghorn@eztalktelephone.com; prehm@niqhtfire.com; 
wrichardson@Triveruent.com; rbennett@floridadiaital.net; 
rbuffa@interloop.net; rhonda.calvert@adelphiacom.com; 
robert@alternativephone.com; rszczepanski@kpmq.com; 
sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbowling@caprock.com; shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; 
sharon.russo@btitele.com; sjenning@nowcommunications.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@Trivergent.com; smurray@rhythms.net; 
snole@kpmq.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
steve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com; stuartw@networkonecom.com; 
tallevlinda@minds~rina.com; Tanva.Finnev@espire.net; TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; 
timk@networktelephone:net; TLA@&GICNET:NET; tmontemayer@MANTISS.com; 
Todd@CSII.net; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Will iamsal@cepb.com; 
wmknapek@Intermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; woody@albionconnect.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; trsmith@Trivergent.com; 
chaynes@Trivergent.com; ssmith@dset.com; sangelo@bellsouth.net; 
sbrown@covad.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; 
Connie@albionconnect.com; ASamson@birch.com; 
heidi.a.crow@mail.sprint.com; rbreckin@telcordia.com; 
msykes@telcordia.com; billg@telcordia.com; svc-gate@telcordia.com; 
karen.grim@mail.sprint.com; mike.norris@mindsprinq.com; 
csti@bellsouth.net; mdominick@Trivergent.com;~dgr~ham@MANTISS.com; 
KKester@STIS.com; Jim.Mevers@wcom.com; Hwhitt inaton@mDowercom.com: _ _ 
Taldinqer@mpowercom.com; Rdupraw@mpowercom.com; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; 
JOliver@birch.com; reymenetworktelephone.net; LHinton@PrismCSI.net; 
dmcmanus@Trivergent.com; bmurdo@kmctelecom.com; david.burley@wcom.com; 
SLively@Triverqent.com; TThompsonZebroadband.att.com; 
blsinterfacecontrol@kpmg.com; Kathryn.Phipps@btitele.com; 
ronald.l.thompson@xo,com; MP,tvk@connectsouth.com: schula.hobbs@dsl.net: 
mark@albionconnect.com; AZerilio@birch.com; EGunn@birch.com; 
clhawk@kmctelecom.com; tami.m.swenson@ac.com; jim.lee@dsl.net; 
TJStokes@Triverqent.com; Fave.Restaino@dsl.net; Elliot.Wrann@dsl.net; 
:hangecontrol.bellsouth@onepointcom.com: carl.taylor@lecstar.com; 

;lenn.Sonnier@usunwired.com; arobison@kpmg.com; 
default.user@bellsouth.com; KUchida@northpoint.net; 
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ESaeed@northpoint.net; PPinick@birch.com;- lynn@mfn.net; ruth@mfn.net; 
mcbrunnhilde@juno.com; lavernek@arrowcom.com; Micki.Jones@wcom.com; 
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jfuller@fairpoint.com; EFarnellebroadband.att.com; 
Ellen.Neis@mail.sprint.com; Ronald.Klamer@wcom.com; 
conniec@arrowcom.com; CoDavis@covad.com; t imw@networkonecom.com; 
sheryl scobel@stratosoilandgas.com; Nancy.Watt@RHTelCo.com; 
wendy.F;ernandez@RHTelCo.com; swargo@rhythms.net; 
Alan.Flanigan@twtelecom.com 
Subject: ID: 11/13/00 Rel 9.0 User Requirements Meeting Minutes 

Distributed Message 

Message sent by: Change Control /m6,mail6a 

TO unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
List Manager /ml,mailla with the Subject line: UNSUBSCRIBE CCP 

For online help, send a message with the subject HELP. 
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December 15,200O 

Jill, 

This message is to acknowledge receipt of your 1 l-28-00 e-mail expressing concerns 
with the UNE to UNE Migration user requirements. As part of our CCP Process 
Improvement meetings we have committed to provide the user requirements earlier in the 
process, which will allow for better communication between CLECs and BellSouth. As 
we discussed at our 12-7-00 meeting, BellSouth proposed that draft user requirements 
will be provided 90 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date and that 
final user requirements will be provided 45 calendar days in advance of the release 
implementation date. The CLECs requested that these intervals be changed to state “in 
advance of the CLEC testing with BST date” in lieu of release implementation date. We 
are currently addressing this request and will provide an update at our 
January lo,2001 CCP Process Improvements Meeting. 

BellSouth is committed to ensuring that we have adequate communication with the 
CLECs to support their needs. 

Please let us know if you have questions. 

Thanks, 

Change Control Team 
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I 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2000 2:48 PM 
To: 
Subject: ID: New Change Requests 

Distributed Message 

Message sent by: Change Control /m6,mai16a 

To unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
List Manager /ml,mailla with the Subject line: UNSUBSCRIBE CCP 

For online help, send a message with the subject HELP. 
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RF-1870 
,100 

Change Request Form 

Internal Reference # (I) Date Change Request Submitted ~1113/00~(2) 

0 TYPE 5 (CLEC) q TYPE 4 (BST) 0 TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) 0 TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

IJ TYPE 6 (DEFECT) OCN (3A) 

Company 
Name-BellSouth (4) 

CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone-205-321-2105 63 

CCM Email Address Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com-(7) Fax-205-321-5160 (8) 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # (10) 

Originator’s Name (11) Phone (12) 
Title of Change NPORD Data for FOC (Issue 7) (13) 

Category q Add New Functionality H Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 11/30/00~(15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact 0 Major q Minor q None expected (16) 

Originatmg CCM assessment of priority 0 Urgent q High q Medium 0 Low (17) 

Interfaces Impacted (18) 
q Pre-Ordering q Ordering q Maintenance q Manual 

0 LENS 0 EDI q LNP 17 TAFI 
0 TAG 0 LENS q EC-TA Local 
0 CSOTS IJ TAG 

Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (19) 
0 Software 0 Hardware q Industry Standards I-J Defect 
0 Product & Services 0 New or Revised Edits q Process 
0 Documentation fl Reaulatorv w Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) _ 

The Port out Order number to will now go back on the FOC instead of the C Trigger order. This will only 
change them content that the CLEC will receive in the NPORD field. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information 0 Yes 0 No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet I Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives 
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RF-1870 
7100 

@ LSOUTH Change Request Form 

This Section to be completed by SCCM only. 
I 

Change Request Log #-CR0216 

Clarification Request Sent I I (2.5) 

Status -N-(27) 

Change Request Review Date I I (28) 

Last Modified By 

Change Review Meeting Results (32) 

(23) Clarification b Yes q No (24) 

Clarification Response Due / / (26) 

Target Implementation Date 1 l/O0 (29) 

(30) Date Modified -/-/_ (37 ) 

Canceled Change Request q Duplicate q Training q Clarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC SST Date .-.-~-I- (34) 

Request Appeal q Yes 0 No (35) 

Rppeal Considerations (36) 

Agreed Release Date I I (37) CMVC # (38) 
DDTS# (39) 

Docket No. 2000-465 
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SOUTH Change Request Form 

This section to be completed by BellSouth - Internal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Clarificatton Needed q Yes 

q Defect q Feature 0 Duplicate 0 Training Issue 0 Cancel 

Defect/Feature Impacts Other CLECs? q Yes 0 No 

Interfaces Impacted by defect/feature: 0 EDI 0 TAG q LNP q LENS 

0 TGIF 7 0 TGIF 9 

Target Implementation Date: 

Docket No. 2000-465 
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RF-1870 
7100 

@ LSOUTH Change Request Form 

Internal Reference # (I) Date Change Request Submitted -1 l/13/00-(2) 

q TYPE 5 (CLEC) q TYPE 4 (BST) 0 TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) 0 TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

0 TYPE 6 (DEFECT) OCN (3A) 

Company 
Name-BellSouth (4) 

CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone-205-321-2105 (6) 
CCM Email Address Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com-(7) Fax-205-321-5160 03) 
Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # (10) 

Originator’s Name (11) Phone (12) 
Title of Change CSR with 888 USOC (13) 

Category 0 Add New Functionality q Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 11/30/00~(15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact 0 Major q Minor q None expected (16) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority 0 Urgent q High 0 Medium 0 Low (17) 

Interfaces Impacted (18) 
0 Pre-Ordering q Ordering q Maintenance q Manual 

0 LENS 0 EDI [EJ LNP 0 TAN 
0 TAG 0 LENS 0 EC-TA Local 
q CSOTS 0 TAG 

Type Of Change -Check one or more, as applicable (19) 
0 Software 0 Hardware q industry Standards 0 Defect 
17 Product & Services 0 New or Revised Edits 0 Process 
q Documentation 0 Regulatory q Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use addrtronal 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) _ 

Change to the LNP Gateway to ignore telephone number(s) associated wrth 888 USOC. The CLEC wrll no 
longer be clarified back due to the 888 USOC. This change requires no coding changes for the CLEC 
community. 
Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information q Yes 0 No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet/Standards location, 
if applicable) 

no&et NO. 2000-465 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives 
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RF-1870 
700 

@ LSOUTH Change Request Form 

Change Request Log #-CR0217 

Clarification Request Sent I / (25) 

Status -N-(27) 

Change Request Review Date I I (28) 

Last Modified By 

Change Review Meeting Results (32) 

(23) Clarification 0 Yes q No (24) 

Clarification Response Due I / (26) 

Target Implementation Date 1 l/O0 (29) 

(30) Date Modified -‘-/-.. (31) 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate 0 Training 0 Clarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date -/-I- (34) 
Request Appeal 0 Yes 0 No (35) 

Appeal Considerations (36) 

Agreed Release Date I I (37) CMVC # (38) 
DDTS# (39) 
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SOUTH 

RF-1870 
7100 

Change Request Form 

This section to be completed by BellSouth - Internal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Clarification Needed 0 Yes q No 

q Defect 0 Feature 0 Duplicate 0 Training Issue 

Defect/Feature Impacts Other CLECs? 0 Yes 0 No 

Interfaces Impacted by defect/feature: 0 EDI 0 TAG 

q TGIF 7 0 TGIF 9 

Target Implementation Date: 

0 Cancel 

0 LNP 0 LENS 
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@  SOUTH Change Request Form 

Internal Reference # (1) Date Change Request Submitted -1 ‘l13/00-(2) 

0 TYPE 5 (CLEC) q TYPE 4 (BST) 0 TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) 0 TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

q TYPEG(DEFECT) OCN (3A) 

Company 
Name-BellSouth (4) 

CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone-205-321-2105 (6) 
CCM Email Address Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com-(7) Fax-205-321-5160 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # 

Originator’s Name (11) Phone 

Title of Change EDI Map Change for Error text (13) 

(8) 
(10) 

(12) 

Category 0 Add New Functionality q Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 11/30/00~(15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact q Major 0 Minor 0 None expected (16) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority 0 Urgent q High 0 Medium 0 Low (17) 

Interfaces Impacted (18) 

0 Pre-Ordering 0 Ordering q Maintenance 0 Manual 
0 LENS 0 EDI IxI LNP q TAFI 
0 TAG 0 LENS 0 EC-TA Local 

0 CSOTS 0 TAG 

Type Of Change -Check one or more, as applicable (19) 
0 software 0 Hardware 0 Industry Standards 0 Defect 
0 Product & Services 0 New or Revised Edits q Process 
0 Documentation q Regulatory q Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) _ 

LNP is changing to allow 264 characters to be returned on the FOC for error messages that are returned to 
the CLEC. The CLEC will not see any change in this particular LNP feature until the ENCORE systems 
are able to work their feature to actually change the EDI map to accommodate the 264 characters. 

Known dependencies (21) 
Docket No. 2000-465 
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Additional Information 0 Yes q No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet I Standards location, 
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@ SOUTfl 

RF-I 870 
7100 

Change Request Form 

Change Request Log #-CR0218 

Clarification Request Sent \ / (25) 

Status -N-(27) 

(23) Clarification q Yes H No (24) 

Clarification Response Due / / (26) 

Change Request Review Date I / (28) 

Last Modified By 

Change Review Meeting Results (32) 

Target Implementation Date 1 l/O0 (29) 

(30) Date Modified --I__ (31) 

I 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate 0 Training q Clarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date -‘-I- (34) 
Request Appeal 0 Yes 17 No (35) 

Appeal Considerations (36) 

Agreed Release Date / I (37) CMVC # (38) 
DDTS# (39 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-RS 
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(43 SOUTH Change Request Form 

This section to be completed by BellSouth - Internal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Clarification Needed c] Yes q No 

0 Defect 0 Feature 0 Duplicate 0 Training Issue 

Defect/Feature Impacts Other CLECs? 17 Yes 0 No 

Interfaces Impacted by defect/feature: 0 EDI 0 TAG 

q TGIF 7 q TGIF 9 

0 Cancel 

0 LNP 0 LENS 

Target Implementation Date: 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-RI 
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RF-IWO 
ii00 

@ LSOUTH Change Request Form 

Internal Reference # (1) Date Change Request Submitted ~11/13/00~(2) 

0 TYPE 5 (CLEC) [XI TYPE 4 (BST) q TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) q TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

0 TYPEG(DEFECT) OCN (3A) 

Company 
Name-BellSouth (4) 

CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone-205-321-2105 (‘3 
CCM Email Address Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com-(7) Fax-205-321-5260 (8) 
Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # (10) 

Originator’s Name (11) Phone (12) 
Title of Change Standard Interval Changes for Loop (13) 

Category 0 Add New Functionality q Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 11/30/00~(15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact q Major 0 Minor 13 None expected (16) 

Originatrng CCM assessment of priority q Urgent [XI High 0 Medium [7 Low (17) 

Interfaces impacted (18) 
OPre-Orderingq 0 Ordering 0 Maintenance Manual 

0 LENS 0 EDI q LNP q TAFI 
f, TAG 0 LENS 0 EC-TA Local 
0 CSOTS 0 TAG 

Type Of Change -Check one or more, as applicable (19) 
q Software q Hardware 17 Industry Standards q Defect 
0 Product & Services q New or Revised Edits 0 Process 
0 Documentation 0 Regulatory q Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) _ 

Changing internal tables to assign the correct standard interval for Loops as published in the Interval 
Guide. Currently the system is adding the 2 day FOC interval into the interval that is applied to the 
service order.. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information 0 Yes q No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet I Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Docket No. 2000-465 
Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives 
JMB-R8 
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RF-1870 ,m 

G9 lLSOUTH Change Request Form 

This Secdon to be completed by BCCM only. 
I 
Change Request Log #-CR0219 

Clarification Request Sent ! I (25) 

Status -N-(27) 

Change Request Review Date I I (28) 

Last Modified By 

Change Review Meeting Results (32) 

(23) Clarificatron 0 Yes q No (24) 

Clarification Response Due / I (26) 

Target Implementation Date 1 l/O0 (29) 

(30) Date Modified -L--I-- (31) 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate 0 Training 0 Clarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date I I --- (34) 

Request Appeal q Yes q No (35) 

Appeal Considerations (36) 

Agreed Release Date I I (37) CMVC # (38) 
DDTS# (39) 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-RS 
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@ LSOUTH Change Request Form 

This section to be completed by BellSouth - Internal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Clarification Needed II] Yes Ed No 

0 Defect q Feature 0 Duplicate 0 Training Issue 

Defect/Feature Impacts Other CLECs? q Yes 0 No 

Interfaces Impacted by defect/feature: j-j EDI 0 TAG 

0 TGIF 7 0 TGIF 9 

0 Cancel 

q LNP 0 LENS 

Target Implementation Date: 

Docket No. 2000465 
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Change Control Process 
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BellSouth Telecommunicat ions reserves the right to revise this document  for any reason, with 
concurrence of the CLEC/BellSouth Review Board, including but not limited to, conformity with 
standards promulgated by various govemment  or regulatory agencies, utilization of advance in the state 
of the technical arts, or the reflection of changes in the design of any equipment,  techniques, or 
procedures described or referred to herein. LIABILITY TO ANYONE ARISING OUT OF USE OR 
RELIANCE UPON ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED, 
AND NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRAN TIES, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, ARE MADE WITH 
RESPECT TO THE ACCURACY OR UTILITY OF ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN. 

This document  is not to be  construed as a  suggestion to any manufacturer to modify or change any of its 
products, nor does this document  represent any commitment by BellSouth Telecommunicat ions to 
purchase any product whether or not it provides the described characteristics. 

This document  is not to be  constmed as a  contract. It does not create an  obligation on  the part of 
BellSouth Telecommunicat ions or the Competit ive Local Exchange Carriers to perform any 
modification, change or enhancement  of any product or service. 

Nothing contained herein shall be  construed as conferring by implication, estoppel or otherwise, any 
l icense or right under any patent, whether or not the use of any information herein necessarily employs an  
invention of any existing or later issued patent. 

/ 
‘,,, 
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Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team composed 

of BellSouth and  CLEC Representdtives. 

i ~. ” 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R9 

Page 2 of 95 



Change Control Process 
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VERSION CHANGE HISTORY 

Ccp2_16.doc 

This section list changes made  to the basel ine Electronic Interface Change Control Process document  
since the last issue. New versions of this document  may be  obtained via BellSouth’s W e b  site. 

ersion Issue Date 

1.0 04ll4198 

1.2 212x/00 

1.3 3/14/00 

Section Revised 

All 

All 

Reason for Revision 

Initial issue. 

The EICCP Documentat ion has been modif ied to 
mcorporate: 

Multiple Change Request Types (CLEC 
Initiated, BST Initiated, Industry Standards, 
Regulatory and System Outages) 

Incorporated manual process 

Defined cycle times for process intervals and 
notifications 

- Defect Notification process 

Escalation Process 

Modified Change Control forms to support 
process changes 

- Changed EICCP to CCP 

The CCP Documentation has been modified to 
incorporate: 

- Type 6 Change Request, CLEC Impacting 
Defect 

Increased number of participants at Change 
Review meetings 

- Changed cycle time for Types 2-5 Step 3 from 
20 days to 15 days 

Defined Step 4 of the Defect Notificatmn 
process to m&de communicating the 
workaround to the CLEC community 

Web Site address for Change Control Process 

Notiticatmn regarding the Retirement and 

Issued: 02/16/01 i 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and  CLEC Representatives. 
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Change Control Process 
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Introduction of new interfaces 

- New status codes for Defect Change Requests 

- New status codes: ‘S’ far Scheduled Change 
Requests and ‘I’ for implemented Change 
Requests (types 2-5 Change Requests) 

- Removed reference to ED1 Helpdesk. 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 
will be the first pant of contact for Type I 
System Outages. 

Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the document. 

1.4 4/12100 All The CCP Documentation has been modtfied to 
incorporate: 

- Type I and 6 Notifications will be 
communicated to CLECs via e-mail and web 
posting 

- Step 3 Cycle Ttme (Types 2-5) changed from 
15 business days to 20 busmers days 

- Verbiage to Step 10 (Types 2-S) regardtng 
BellSouth presenting baselme requmxnents 

- Introduction and Retirement ofNew lnterfacer 
Section 

- Dispute Resolution Process 

Testing Environment Sectton 

- Word changes to provide clarificatron 
throughout the document 

1.5 4126lOO 

1.6 7/20/00 

- Monthly Status Meetmg Agenda Template 

RF1870 Change Request Form changes 

Section 1 . Updated CCP web site address 

Section 8 . Updated Escalatxm Contacts for Types 2-6 

Section 11 - Added definitions for Account Team and 
Electronic Commumcations Support (ECS) 

Section 1 - Added “testmg” under process changes 

Section2 _ Clarification provided in “Change Review 
n^a.^:..^_.^ 3. rl^^^;“*,^l 

i 
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section4 

Part 2 

Section 5 

Section 6 

Section 7 

Section 8 

section I I 

Appendix A 

Appendix C  

Appendix D  

Participants” description. 

Added statement regarding submittal of 
Change Requests 

Clarification provided for documentation 
changes for business rules 

Step 2.Added email notification 

Step 3-Removed “Cancellation by BellSouth’ 

Step 3-Clarification on reject reasons 

Step 3.Clarification on internal validatmu 
activities 

Step 4-Changed cycle tuue from 5 to 4 bus 
days for develop workaround 

Added defect implementation muge 

Changed prioritization from “by mterface” to 
“by category” 

Changed timeframe for receiving a Change 
Request prior to a Change Review Meeting 
from 33 to 30 business days 

Modified the prmritizatmu voting rules 

Updates to the Introduction and Retirement of 
I”t.XfilCeS 

Added Type 6 escalatmn turnaround time 

Changed 3” Level Escalation contacts for 
Types 2-6 

Removed ‘Cancellation by BellSouth” and 
“Defect Cancelled” definitions 

Removed “Cancellation by BellSouth” from 
Change Request Form and Checklist 

Added Letter of Intent Form 

Changes to the fol lowmg forms: Preliminary 
Prmr~ty List, CCP User Registration Form. 
Added the following forms: Defect 
Notdication Sample, CR Log Legend. 

Added BellSouth Versionmg Pohcy 

Issued: 02/16/01 iii 
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2.1 

08/23/00 

02/09/01 

TY 

Ail 

COVer 

Sectmn 3 

Section 5 

Section 10 

k&on 1 *-Terms & 
Definitions 

Appendix A 

All 

Section I - 
Introduction 

Section 3 - 
Introductmn 

k&n 4 -Part 1 
pe 1 Detail Process 

Flow 

Word changes to provide clariiicatmn throughout 
the document. 

Removed “Interim” from cover. 

Updated Type 6 definitmn to incorporate new 
defect and expedited feature deiinitmns. 

Replaced Section 5, Defect Notification 
Process with a “Draft” Defect/Expedite 
Notification Process. 

Reduced the implementation interval for 
validated defects (High Impact) from 4 - 30 
business days to 4 - 25 business days, best 
effort. 

Added Internet Web sites for EDI and TAG 
Testing Guidelines 

Updated definition for Defect, Added 
definitions for Expedited Feature, High, 
Medmm and Low Impacts. 

Modified Change Request Forms (RF1870 
and RFl872) to include email address for 
Change Control. Also added High, Medum 
and Law Assessment of Impact Levels. 

Referenced the handhng ofexpedites and 
expedite notification where appropriate. 

Added new language to the 8@’ bulked item - 
“mcluding User Guides that support GSS 
sytems currently within the scope of CCP” 

Added two new bulleted items dealing with 
the coordination of test agreements, and 
questions regarding existing documentation. 

Added “language” for Types 2,3,4 & 5 - 
“Type xx changes may be managed using the 
Expedited Feature Process as discussed m  
Section 4, Part 3.” 

Type 6 - CLEC Impacting Defects Added 
new defect definition. 

Added #4 to the Activltles - Step 1 

Issued: 02/16/01 iv 
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Section 4 - Part 2 - 
Types 2-5 Process 

FIOW 

Sectloll 4 - Part 3 - 
Exoedited Feature 

Section 5 -Pa* 3 
Defect Process 

Added additlonal sentence to Activity #l - 
step 2 

Added Activity #5 - Step 4 

Added new Expedited Feature Process 
definition and flow 

New Defect title page and definition. 

Table 5-l - Step 1 -Activity #4 -Attach 
related requirements and specifications 
documents. These attachments must include 
the following, if appropriate. 

Table 5-I - Step 2 - Cycle Time - Replaced 
old cycle times with: 4 hrs for High Impact, I 
Bus Day for Medium and Low Impact. 

Table 5-l - Step 3 Cycle Time - Replaced 
old cycle tones with: 2 Bus Day for High 
Impact, and 3 Bus Days for Medium and Low 
Impact 

Table 5-l - Step 3 - Outputs-Added new 
bullet - “Status provided for Higb Impact 
Defects to originator via email wtb 24 hours” 

Table 5-1 - Step 4 -Activity - Added 
language to Actwity #3 ..and to the CLEC 
community via email and web posting. 

Table 5-1 Step 4 - Cvcle Time Reolaced 
old cycle timeswith: 2.Bus Days for kgh 
Impact and 4 Bus Days for Medium and Low 
Impact 

Table 5-l -Step 5 -Activity- Added 
language to #I - . ..to the CLECs and 
BellSouth. Added language to Activity #2 - 
. ..defect is implemented. 

Table 5-l Step 5 Cycle Time - Replaced 
old cycle times to reflect: Vahdated High 
Impact Defects will be Implemented wthin a 
n 1c l...“.“D”” .a”., -1”“” L.“. ^&z”d LA..X..“. 

Issued: 02/16/01 ” 
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2.IA 02115101 

Part 1 -Change 
Review-Prior&&x 

-Release Package 
Development and 

Approval 

Section 7 - 
Introduction and 

Retirement of 
Interfaces 

Section 8 - 
Escalation Process 

iection 8 Dispute 
ksolution Process 

Appendix A 

Appendix C  

All 

4.25 business day range, best effort. Medwm 
Impact will be implemented within 90 bus 
day, best effolt. Low Impact will be 
implemented best effoe. 

Part 1 - Change Review Meeting - 41h 
paragraph NOTE: Added language to address 
meetings would occur m  March, June, 
September and December 

Part 2 -Change Review Meeting - 4’” bullet 
Added new bullet .BellSouth’s estimate of 
the size and scope of each Change Request. 

Part 4 -Developing and Approving Release 
Packages - 1” bulleted item: New language 

Retirement of Interfaces 1” paragraph 
Se”tence: New language 

Retxement of “ersmns - New Language 

Retirement of Versions - Appeal Language 

New Language for Type 6 High Impact issues 
and Medtum and Low Impact issues. 

Types 2-6 Changes - 1” paragraph new 
language. 

Types 2-6 Changes - Contact List for High, 
Medium and Low Impact escalattons. 

New definition language 

Updated CR form&checklist 

Updated RF I874 User Registration Form 

Updated various sections of the document to 
change “language” from defect/expedite to 
defect and/or expedited features. 

Changed reference from Section 9.0 to Scctton 
1 I .O - Terms and Definitions where 

( (, 

Issued: 02/16/01 vi 
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appropnate. 

- Minor “cosmettc” changes throughout 
document. 

Section 8 - New 2”6 Level Escalation Contacts for Types 
2-6 

Issued: 02/16/01 vii 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION ; 

This document  establishes the process by which BellSouth Telecommunicat ions (BST) and  
Competit ive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) will manage  requested changes to the BellSouth 
Local Interfaces, the introduction of new interfaces, and  provide for the identification and 
resolution of issues related to Change Requests. This process will cover Change Requests that 
affect external users of BellSouth’s Electronic Interface Applications, associated manual  process 
improvements, performance or ability to provide service including defect/expedite notification. 
This process shall be  referred to as the Change Control Process. 

All parties should recognize that deviations from this process might be warranted where 
unanticipated circumstances arise such that strict application of these guidelines may  not 
result in their intended purpose. Furthermore, deviations may  be required due to specific 
regulatory and business requirements. Parties shall provide appropriate web notification 
to the CLEUBST Change Control Team participants prior to deviating from the processes 
established within this document. All parties will comply with all legal and regulatory 
requirements. 

The Change Control Process will cover change requests for the following interfaces and 
associated manual  processes that have the potential to impact the interfaces connected to 
BellSouth: 

l Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) 
l Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
l Telecommunicat ions Access Gateway (TAG) 
l Trouble Administration Facilitation Interface (TAFI) 
l Electronic Communicat ions Trouble Administration (EC-TA) Local 
l CLEC Service Order Tracking System (CSOTS) 

The types of changes that will be  handled by this process are as follows: 

l Software 
l Hardware 
l Industry Standards 
l Product and  Services (i.e., new services available via the in-scope interfaces) 
l New or Revised Edits 
l Process (i.e., electronic interfaces and manual  processes relative to order, pre-order, 

maintenance and testing) 
l Regulatory 
l Documentat ion (i.e., business rules for electronic and  manual  processes relative to order, 

pre-order, maintenance, including User Guides that support OSS systems currently within 
the scope of CCP) 

l Defects 

Issued: 02/16/01 10 
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The scope of the Change Control Process does not include the following which are handled 
through existing BellSouth processes: 

l BonaFide Requests (BFR) 
l Production Support (i.e. adding new users to existing interfaces, existing users requesting 

first t ime use of existing BST functionality) 
l Contractual Agreements 
l Collocation 
l Coordination of test agreements will continue to be  supported by the Account Team 
l Questions regarding existing documentat ion should be  handled by the Account Team. 

However, if documentat ion needs to be  changed for clarification purposes, a  defect 
change request should be  submitted through Change Control 

OBJECTIVES OF THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS: 

l Support the Industry guidel ines that impact Electronic Interfaces and manual  processes 
relative to order, pre-order, maintenance, and  billing as appropriate 

l Ensure continuity of business processes and systems operations 
l Establish process for communicat ing and managing changes 
l Allow for mutual impact assessment and  resource planning to manage  and schedule changes 
l Capability to prioritize requested changes 

The min imum requirements for participation in the Change Control Process electronically are: 

l Word 6.0 or greater 
l Excel 5.0 or greater 
. Internet E-mail address 
l W e b  access 

The web site address for the Change Control Process is as follows: 

htta://www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/ 
Select “Local Exchange Carriers” 
Select “Change Control Process” 

Issued: 02/16/01 11 
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2.0 CHANGE CONTROL ORGANIZATION 
The Change Control organizational structure supports the Change Control Process. Each position 
within the organization has def ined roles and  responsibilities as outl ined in the Change Control 
Process Flow - Section 4  of this document.  Identified positions, a long with associated roles and  
responsibilities are as follows: 

Change Review Participants. Representatives from Competit ive Local Exchange Carriers 
(CLECs) and  BellSouth. This team meets to review, prioritize, and  make recommendat ions for 
Candidate Change Requests. The Candidate Change Requests are used as input to the Internal 
Change Management  Processes (refer to process step 7  for Types 2-5 changes). 

CLECs and BellSouth will define points of contact in each of their companies for communicat ing 
and coordinating change notification. All change requests are made  in writing (e-mail is 
preferred). Notifications will be  provided via e-mail and  posted to the BellSouth web site, 

Each company may bring the number  of participants necessary to represent their position, If the 
number  of participants grows to be  unmanageable,  CLECs and BellSouth will revisit the issue of 
representation to apply some restrictions. 

BellSouth Change Control Manager CBCCM). The BCCM is responsible for managing the 
Change Control Process and is the main point of contact for Types 2  - 6  changes. This individual 
maintains the integrity of the Change Requests, prepares for and  facilitates the Change Review 
Meetings, presents the Pending Change Requests to the BST Internal Change Management  
Process, and  ensures that all Notifications are communicated to the appropriate parties, 

CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). The CCCM is the CLEC point of contact for 
Change Requests. This individual is responsible for presenting and prioritizing Change Requests 
at the Change Review Meetings, 

Release Management Proiect Team. A team of CLEC and BellSouth Project Managers who 
manage  the implementat ion of scheduled changes and releases, 

Issued: 02/16/01 12 
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3.0 CHANGE CONTROL DECISION PROCESS 

CcpZ-lb.doc 

Change requests will be classified by Type. There are six Types: 

Tvpe 1 - Svstem Outage 

A Type 1  change is a  BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradat ion in an  existing feature or functionality within the interface. If the 
System Outage is not resolved within 20  minutes, a  notification will be  provided via e-mail and  
posted to the web within one  hour. Either BellSouth or a  CLEC may initiate the change request. 
Type 1  system outages will be  processed on  an  expedited basis, All Type 1  System Outages will 
be  reported to the Electronic Communicat ions Support (ECS) Help Desk. A Type 1  System 
Outage is a  condit ion where the CLEC Pre-Orders/Orders/Queries/Maintenance Requests cannot 
be  submitted or will not be  accepted by BellSouth. 

Tvpe 2 - Regulatorv Change. 

Any non-Type 1  change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems mandated by regulatory or legal entities, such as the Federal Communicat ions 
Commission (FCC), a  state commission/authority, or state and  federal courts are Type 2  changes. 
Regulatory changes are not voluntary but are requisite to comply with newly passed legislation, 
regulatory requirements, or court rubngs. Whi le timely compl iance is required, the systems 
requirements and  methodology to achieve compliance are usually discretionary and  within the 
scope of change management .  Either BellSouth or a  CLEC may initiate the change request. 
Type 2  changes may be  managed  using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, 
Part 3. 

Tvpe 3 -Industry Standard Change. 

Any non-Type 1  change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems required to bring these interfaces in line with newly agreed upon 
telecommunications industry guidel ines are Type 3  changes. Either BellSouth or a  CLEC may 
initiate the change request. Type 3  changes may be  managed  using the Expedited Feature 
Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Tvae 4 - BellSouth Initiated Change. 

Any non-Type 1  change affecting the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems which BellSouth desires to implement on  its own accord. These changes might 
involve system enhancements,  manual  and/or business processes. These type changes might also 
include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and  Maintenance Requests that can be  submitted 
and accepted, but may require clarification. This classification does not include changes imposed 
upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which are Type 2  Changes) or 
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standards organizations (which are Type 3  Changes). Type 4  changes may be  managed  using the 
Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Type 5 - CLEC Initiated Change. 

’ ’ 
i 

Any non-Type 1  change affecting interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems which the CLEC requests BellSouth to implement is a  Type 5  change. These 
changes might involve system enhancements,  manual  and/or business processes. These type 
changes might also include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and  Maintenance Requests 
that can be  submitted and accepted, but may require clarification. This classification does not 
include changes imposed upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which 
are Type 2  Changes) or standards organizations (which are Type 3  Changes). Type 5  changes 
may be  managed  using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Type 6- CLEC Impacting Defects 

A Type 6  defect request is any non-type 1  change that corrects problems discovered in production 
versions of an  application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in 
accordance to the BellSouth basel ine business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth 
has publ ished or otherwise provided to the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed 
upon by BellSouth and  the CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even though software 
business requirements and  business rules match; this will be  addressed as a  defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and  i 
may include documentat ion that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. I 

Type 6  validated defects may not be  managed  using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed 
in Section 4, Part 3. 

Defect Change Requests will have three (3) Impact Levels: 

l High Impact-The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no  
electronic workaround solution exists. 

l Medium Impact-The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a  
workaround solution does exist. 

l Low Impact-The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

The CLEC and/or BellSouth may initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also include 
issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and  Maintenance Requests that can be  submitted and 
accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification, 
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Figure 3-1 shows the top-level process that will be  used to evaluate Change Requests. The 
BellSouth Account Team(s) will handle BFR requests and  production support issues. 
Enhancements and  defects/expedites will be  handled through the Change Control Process. 

Figure 3-l. Change  Control Decision Process 

Issued: 02/16/01 15 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatwes Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R9 

Page 17  of 95  



Change Control Process 
“ersmn2.1A CcpZ_lh.dac 

4.0 CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS FLOW 
The following three sub-sections describe the process flows for typical Type 1  through Type 5  
changes, including expedited features. Each sub-section will describe the cycle times for an  
activity and  document  accountability, sub-process activities, inputs and  outputs for each step in 
the process. Section 5  of this document  describes the process flow for Type 6  changes. Based on  
the categorization of the request, the following diagram will help guide a  CLEC or BellSouth 
representative to the appropriate process Row based on  Change Control Request Type: 

Figure 4-l. Change  Control Process Flow 
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Figure 4-2 provides the process flow for resolving a  typical Type 1  - System Outage. The 
Electronic Communicat ions Support (ECS) Group will work with the CLEC community to 
resolve and communicate information about system outages in a  timely manner  - actual cycle 
times are documented in table 4-1 and  the sub-process steps. The ECS Helpdesk number  is 88% 
462-8030. 

Figure: 4-2. Type 1  Process Flow 
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Table 4-l describes the cycle times for each process step that is outl ined in the Type 1  - System 
Outage Process Flow. These cycle times represent typical t imeframes for complet ing the 
documented step and producing the desired output for the step. In sub-process step 2  “Initial 
Notification” t imeframe for complet ing this step does not begin until after the outage has been 
reported. The sub-process steps 3  “Status Notification” and 4  “Resolution Notification” are 
iterative steps, Iterative steps will be  performed one or more times until the exit criteria for that 
process are met. If resolution is not reached within 20  minutes, BellSouth will provide the initial 
notification to the CLEC community via e-mail and  post outage information on  the web. 

Table 4-1. Type 1 Cycle Times 

Process 
Description 

Initial Notifkation status Resolution Final Escalation 
Notification Notitication Resolution 

Notilication 

Cycle Time N/A 1 hour 2 _ 4 hours 24 hours < 3 days > 3 days 

E-mail &  BST Website System Outage 
will be posted if outage EXZ3latiO” 

exceeds 20 minutes (Iterative) (Iterative) Process 

Note: The Escalation Process may be  used at any t ime within Steps 3-6 if cycle times are not met and/or 
responses are not acceptable. 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, the inputs/outputs and  the cycle 
t ime of each sub-process in the Type 1  Process Flow. This process will be  used to capture and  
communicate system outage information, status notification(s), resolution and notification(s), and  
final resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless 
othenvise indicated. 

Table 4-2. Type 1 Detail Process Flow 

teP 1 Accountability Sub-wocesses Inputs and Cycle Time 

Activities Outputs 
I 

1 CCCM IDENTIFY ISSUE: INPUTS. - 
1. Internally determine if outage exists l Issue Characteristics 

ECS 
with BellSouth Electronic Interface. l 

(The CLEC should perform internal 
Call to ECS Helpdesk 

N/A 

outage resolution activities to 
determine if the potential problem 
involves the BellSouth Electronic OUTPUTS: 
Interface). . 

2. Call the BST Electronic 
Recorded Outage 

Communications Support (ECS) help 
desk at 888-462-8030. 

3. ECS and individual CLEC will 
determine if the problem is likely to 
have no impact on the industry. If 
there is no impact, the outage will be 
worked on a bilateral basis. 

4. ECS will provide the CLEC with a 
trouble ticket number, if requested, to 
record and track the outage. 

2 ECS INITIAL NOTIFICATION: INPUTS: 
1. ECS will post to the Web a” Initial 

1 Hour 
. Recorded Outage 

industry Notification that a BellSouth 
Electronic Interface outage has been OUTPUTS: If system 

identified. A” e-mail to the CLECs . Industry Notification Outage is not 
participating in Change Control will posted on Web resolved 
also he distributed. The system ticket . E-mad to CLECs 
“umber of the outage will be included 

withm 20 

in the web posting and the email 
participating in Change 
Control 

minutes, a 

notification. notiticatmn 
2. The CLEC initmting the Type 1 will be sent to 

System Outage will need to be 
available for communications on a” 

CLECs via e- 

as needed basis. mail and 

“osted to the 
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step 

71 
Accountability Sub-processes Inputs and Cycle Time 

Activities outputs 
I 

3. ECS will continue to work towards web. 
the resolution of the problem 

4. If outage is resolved, this notice is the 
first and final notification. The 
process for the item has ended. 
Outage Information will be reported 
in the monthly status meeting by the 
BCCM. 

3 
STATUS NOTIFICATION: INPUTS: 
(ITERATIVE) . Industry Notification 

1. If the outage is not resolved, ECS will 
2-4 hour 

ECS 
posted on Web 

continue to work towards the intervals 

resolution on the problem. 
2. ECS may communicate with the OUTPUTS: 

industry I affected parties. The l Status Notification posted 
following information may be on Web 
discussed: . Resolution information 

. Clalificatio” of outage 

. Current status of resolution 

. Agreement of resolution 
3. If a resolution has not been identified 

continue giving status notifications to 
the industry and continue repeating 
Step 3 “Status Notification” via the 
web. 

4. Proceed to Step 4 “Resolution 
Notification” when a resolution has 
been identified. 

4 
RESOLUTION NOTIFICATION: INPUTS: 
LITERATIVE) . Status Notification posted 

ECS 
1. The resolution notification is posted to on Web 

24 hours 

the Web. . Resolution information after 

CCCM 
2. If the item is determined to be a defect, reporting 

the CLEC that initiated the call will OUTPUTS. - 
submit a “Change Request Form” 

outage 
. Resolution Information 

checkmg the Type 6 box. posted on Web 
3. If the resolution is not the final . Final Resolutmn 

resolution the process will loop back Information 
to Step 3 “Status Notification”. 
BellSouth will continue to work 
towards the final resolution. 

4. When the final resolution has been 
created, proceed to Step 5 “Final 
Resolution Notification”. 

Issued: 02/16/01 20 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-E’ 

Page 22 of 95 



Change Control Process 
Vers,on 2.lA 

Accountability Sub-processes 

CcpZ-lh.doc 

n 
Inputs and 

5 

ECS 

6 CCCM 

ECS 

Activities 

FINAL RESOLUTION 
NOTIFICATION: 

1. The final resolution notification is 
posted on the Web. 

Outputs 

INPUTS. - 
l Final Resolution 

lnfotmation 

I 

< 3 days 

I I OUTPUTS: 
. Final Resolution I I 

Notification I 
ESCALATION INPUTS: 

I, Escalation is appropriate anytime the l Infornmtic In or concern 
interval exceeds the recommended relating to ‘8 1 rp’c I ” I-.,“- 1 19 3 days 1 

guidelines for notification. 1 (The I 
2. Refer to the Type I - Escalation 

Process documented in Section 8. OUTPUTS. - 
. Document 
. Escalation 

Escalation 
Process may 
be used at any 
time within 
Steps 3-6 if 
cycle times 
are not met 
EUld/0r 
responses are 
not 
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Part 2  - Types 2-5 Process Flow 

Ccp2_16 dot 

Figure 4-3 provides the process flow for reviewing, schedul ing and implementing a  typical Type 
2-5 Change Request. The process diagram applies to Change Requests submitted via the Change 
Control Process. Change Requests should be  submitted to the BellSouth Change Control 
Manager  using the standard Change Request form template. This template can be  acquired on  the 
Change Control web page. Change Requests may be  submitted for interfaces that are currently 
being utilized, in the testing phase, or if a  Letter of Intent is on  file with the BCCM. 

Managrment Process 

Figure 4-3. Change  Control Process Flow 
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Based on the process flow outlined above: 
Ccp2-16.doc 

l Software Release Notifications will be provided 30 days or more in advance of the 
implementation date. 

l Documentation changes for business rules will be provided 30 days or more in advance of 
implementation date. 

l CLEC notification of documentation updates (non-system changes) will be posted 5 (five) 
business days in advance of documentation posting date. 

The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and cycle times 
of each sub-process in the Change Control process. This process will be used to develop 
Candidate Change Requests that will be used as input to the Internal Change Management 
Process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise indicated, 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Detail Process Flow ,tep 1 Accountability Sub-processes Inputs and Cycle Time 

Activities Outputs 
E 

1 CCCM 
IDENTIFY NEED INPUTS: 

I. Internally determine need for change 
N/A 

. Change Request Form 

BCCM 
request. These change requests might (Attachment A-l) 
involve system enhancements, manual l 

and/or business process changes. 
Change Request Form 

Z. Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
Checklist (Attachment A- 

should complete the standardized 
IA) 

Change Request Form according to OUTPUTS. 
Checklist. 

f 
. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
Completed Change Request 
Form with related 

specification documents. (See documentation 
Attachment A-l A, Item 22) 

4. Appropriate CCCMIBCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth. 

2 BCCM 
OPEN CHANGE INPUTS: 
REOUESTIVALIDATE CHANGE . 2-3 Bus Days 

REOUEST FOR COMPLETENESS 
Completed Change Request 
Form with related 

1. Log Request in Change Request Log. documentation 
Clarification 

2. Send Acknowledgement Notification . times would 

(Attachment A-3) YIP e-mail to 
Change Request Form 
Checklist 

be in addition 

originator. . 
3. Establuh request status (‘N’ for New 

Change Request 
to cycle time. 

Request) 
Clarification Response 
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*nge I 
X0” : 
= 
step AceountabilitJ 

- 
3 ,CCM 

Activities Outputs 

Review change request for mandatory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist. 

XITPUTS. - 
New Change Request 
Acknowledgment 
Notification 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification 
Industry Notification via e- 
mail and web posting 

Verify Change Request specifications 
and related information exists. 
Send Clarification Notification via 
email to the originator (Attachment A- 
4) if needed. 
Update Change Request Status to “PC” 
for Pending Clarification if clarificatior 
is needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Originator 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

EVIEW CHANGE REOUEST FOR 
CCEPTANCE 

Review Change Request and related 
information for content. 
Change Request reviewed for impacted 
areas (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 
Determine status ofrequest: 

l If change already exists or training 
issue forward Cancellation 
Notification (Attachment A-3) to 
CCCM or BCCM and update 
status to ‘C’ for Request Canceled 
or ‘CT’ for Training. If Training 
issue, refer to CSM or Account 
Te?llll 

l If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is 
no longer needed. 

l If request is accepted, update 
Change Request status to “p” for 
Pending in Change Request Log. 

OTE: See Sectlo” I I .O Terms and 
eiinitions Change Request Status for 
did status codes and descriptions. 

Inputs and 

INPUTS: 
New Change Reauest 

L I  

Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification (i 
required) 

IUTPUTS. - 
Pending Change Request 
Clarification Notification (ii 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (ii 
required) 
CR status updated on web 

lot 
- 
Cycle Time 

I Bus Days 
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Ch -0”trol Process ange c 
rsion 2 
B 
step Accountability 

- 
4 

- 

5 

BCCM 

CCCM 

BCCM 

Sub-“recesses 

Activities 

he following reasons: cost, industry 
Iirection or technically not feasible to 
mplement and will provide notification to 
he originating party. 

Prior to rejecting a request, all options for 
accommodatmg the request will he 
exhausted. The rejection reason will be 
shared with the CLECs for input. 

NOTE: If requested, appropriate SME 
will participate in the Monthly Status 
Meeting to address the reason for rejectior 
and discuss alternatives with CLEC 
community. SME must be provided a 
minimum of two-week advance notice to 
participate in upcoming Monthly Status 
Meeting. 

PREPARE FOR CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING 

NOTE: These activities take place to 
prepare for Change review meetings when 
prioritizations take place. 

1. Prepare an agenda. 
2. Make meeting preparations. 
3. Update Change Request Log with 

current status for new and existing 
Change Requests. 

4. Prepare and post Change Request Log 
to web. 

5. Provide size and scope information on 
each pending change request to 
CLECs. 

CCCM 
I. Analyze Pending Change Requests. 
2. Determine prioritux for change 

requests and establish “Desired/Want’ 
dates. 

3. Create draft Priority List to prepare ^-. -. 
to* change KeYleW meettng. 

CONDUCT CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING 

i . 
. 
. 

I . 
. 
. 

CCPZ- 

inputs and 

Outputs 

NPUTS. A 
Pending Change Request 
Notifications 
Project Release Status 
(Step IO) 
Change Request Log 

KJTPUTS. - 
Change Request Log 
CLEC Draft Priority List 
Size and scope on each 
Pending change request 

INPUTS A 
. Change Request Log 

Cycle Time 

-1 Bus Days 

Bus Day 
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step 

II- 
Accountability Sub-srocesses Inputs and Cycle Tim, 

Activities outputs 
./ 

l 

CCCM 
CLEC Draft Priority List 

Montblv Status Meet in@ 
(orasneeded 

. Desired/Want Dates based on 

. 
1. Communicate reg&toIy mandates. 

Impact analysis 
VOlUllE) 

2. Review status of pending/approved 
Change Requests (including 

OUTPUTS: 
. 

defects/expedites) at monthly status 
Meeting minutes 

l 

meciting. 
Updated Change Request 

3. Review current Release Management 
LOi? 

. 
statuses. 

Candidate Change Request 
Meeting Day 

List 
. Issues and Actions Items 

Prioritization Meetings (held quarterIe 
(if required) 

in March. June. Se&ember and 
December) 

I. Follow Steps l-3 from Monthly 
Status Meetings. 

2. Initiators present Change Requests. 
3. Discuss Impacts. 
4. Prioritize Change Requests. 
5. Develop final Candidate Requests list 

of Pending Change Requests by 
category, ‘Need by Dates’ and 
prioritized Change Requests. 

6. Update Change Request Log to 
‘CRC’ for Change Review Complete, 
‘RC’ for Candidate Request List, as 
appropriate. 

7. Review issues and action items and 
assign owners. 

DOCUMENT CHANGE REVIEW INPUTS. 
6 BCCM 

- 
MEETING RESULTS . Change Request Log 2 Bus Days 

1. Prepare and distribute outputs from . Final Candidate Request 
step 5. List 

OUTPUTS. - 
l Updated Change Request 

Log 
l Web posting of meeting 

output 
INTERNAL CHANGE 

7 BCCM 
INPUTS: 

MANAGEMENT PROCESS l 

I. Both BellSouth and CLECs will 
Candidate Change Request 3. Bus Days 

CCCM 
List with agreed upon 

perform analysis, impact, sizing and ‘Need by Dates’ 
estimating activities only to the . Change Request Log 
Candidate Chance Requests that meet 
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step 

8 BCCM 

9 1CCM 

10 

- 

Accountability 

CCCM 

ICCM 

Project 
Aanagers from 
ach participating 
:ompany) 

Sub-processes 

Activities 

ccpz- 

Inputs and 

outputs 

the criteria established bv the Internal 1 
Change Management Process. This OUTPUTS. - 
ensures that participating parties are l BellSouth’s Proposed 
reviewing capacity and impacts to Release Package 
schedules before assigning resources 
to activities. 

CONDUCT RELEASE PACKAGE INPUTS. A 
MEETING . BellSouth’s Proposed 

1. Prepare agenda. Release Package 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Make meeting preparations. 
Evaluate proposed release schedule. 
Non-scheduled Change Requests 
returned to Step 4 as Input for the 
“Prepare for Change Review 
Meeting” process. 
Based on BSTKLEC consensus 
create Approved Release Package. 
Identify Release Management 
Project Manager, if possible. 
Establish date for initial Release 
Management Project Meeting. 
All Change Requests that are in the 
approved scheduled release will be 
changed to “s” status for 
“Scheduled”. 

CREATE RELEASE PACKAGE 
NOTIFICATION 
I. Develop and distribute Release 

. BellSouth’s R&ase 
Schedule 

. Change Request Log 

OUTPUTS. - 
. Approved Release Package 
. Updated Change Request 

Log 
l Meeting Minutes 
. Scheduled Change 

RKp.%S 
. Non-Scheduled Change 

Requests (Return to Step 4) 
l Date for initial Release 

Management Project 

Notification Package via web. 1 OUTPUTS. - . Release Package 
Notification 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND INPUTS. A 
IMPLEMENTATION . Approved Release 

1. Provide Project Management and Package Notification 
implementation of Release (See 

OUTPUTS: Release Management @  Appendix B) 
2. Lead Project Manager communicates . Project Release Status 

Release Management Project status tc . Implementation Date 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly . 
Status Meetings. 

Project Plan, Work 
Breakdown Schedule, 

3. BellSouth User Requirements will be Risk Assessment, 
presented to CLECs. If needed, Executive Summary, etc 
changes will be incorporated and . 
requirements re-baselined. 

Implemented Change 

4. Once a Change Request is 
Request 

implemented In a release, the status 

ioc 
- 

Cycle TimI 

Bus Day 

Bus Days 
fter Release 
‘ackage Mtg. 

&going 
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Accountability Sub-mwcesses 

Activities 

will be changed to “I” for Change 
Implemented. 

Inputs and 

outputs 
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Part 3  - Expedited Feature Process 

An Expedited Feature is the inability for a  CLEC to process certain types of LSR’s based on  the 
existing functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems (OSS’s) that are in the scope of 
CCP. The change request for an  expedite must provide details of the business impact and  will fall into 
one  of two categories: 

. A defect that has been m-classified as a  feature where the CLEUBellSouth has determined 
should be  expedited due to impact 

. An enhancement  to an  existing product or service where the CLECiBellSouth has determined 
should be  expedited due to impact 

Re-classified Defects 

When  a  defect is re-classifed as a  feature, the CLECYBel lSouth will be  notified by Change Control in 
the defect validation. The CLEC will have the ability to ask BellSouth to expedite the reclassified 
feature by updat ing the Change request, marking it as an  expedite and  sending back to Change Control. 
The change request will then follow through the Types 2-5 Expedited Feature process using agreed 
upon intervals. 

Enhancement to an existing product or service 

A CLEC/BellSouth will also have the ability to submit a  Type 2-5 change request as an  expedited 
feature request for an  enhancement  to an  existing product or service where the functionality does not 
currently exist in BellSouth’s offered products and  services. 

For both re-classified defects and  enhancements to an  existing product or service, the rules surrounding 
the expedited feature request will be: 

. Must be  an  enhancement  to an  existing product or service 

. Will follow the Expedited Feature Process flow described below which is based on  the current 
Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 4-6 which are 
eliminated. 

. The CLEC/BellSouth will be  required to give impacts and  the consequences for not 
implementing the feature in the current, next, or point release, best effort. 
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Figure 4.4 provides the process flow for the expedited feature process. 

i 

‘; 

Figure 4.4 -Process Flow for Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Process 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and  cycle times of each 
sub-process in the Expedited Feature process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise 
indicated. 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Detail Process Flow 

step 

2 

Accountability Sub-woeesses Inputs and Cycle Time 

Activities Outputs 
I 

1 CCCM 
IDENTIFY NEED INPUTS. d N/A 

. Change Request Form 

BCCM 
1, Internally determine need for change (Attachment A-l) 

request. These change requests might . Change Request Form 
involve system enhancements, manual Checklist (Attachment A-IA) 
and/or business process changes. 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM should OUTPUTS. - 
complete the standardized Change . Completed Change Request 
Request Form according to Checklist. Form with related 

3. Attach related requirements and documentation 
Attachment A-IA, Item 22. 

4. Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth. 

2 BCCM 
OPEN CWANGE REOUESTIVALIDATE INPUTS A 
CHANGE REOIJEST FOR . Completed Change Request 

1 Bus Day 

COMPLETENESS Form with related 
1. Log Request in Change Request Log. documentation 

Clarification 

2. Send Acknowledgement Notification . Change Request Form 
times would 

(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to originator. Checklist 
be in addition 

3. Establish request status (‘N’ for New to cycle time. 
. Change Request Clarification 

Request) Response 
4. Review change request for mandatory 

fields using the Change Request Form OUTPUTS: 
Checklist. . 

5. Verify Change Request specifications and . 
New Change Request 

related information exists. 
Acknowledgment 
Notification 

6. Send Clarification Notification via email . 
to the originator (Attachment A-4) if 

Validated Change Request 
. Clarification Notification 

needed. 
l ‘I. Update Change Request Status to “PC” 

Industry Notification via e- 

for Pending Clarification if clarification is 
mail and web posting 

needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Orizinator 
Ifclarification is needed, make necessary 
conectlons per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attachment A-2). 
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C  

Step 

V 

3 

Accountability 

LCCM 

Sub-wocesses 

Activities 

:EVIEW CHANGE REQUEST FOR 
.CCEPTANCE 

Review Change Request and related 
information for content. 
Change Request reviewed for impacted 
area (i.e., system, manual process, 
docuinentation) and adverse impacts. 
Determine status of reauest: 

If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue, forward Cancellation 
Notification (Attachment A-3) to 
CCCM or BCCM and update status 
to ‘c” for Request Canceled or ‘CT’ 
for Training. If Traming issue, refer 
to CSM or Account Team. 
If Change Request Chniiication 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is no 
longer needed. 
If request is accepted, update Change 
Request status to “P” for Pending in 
Change Request Log. 
If request does not meet the 
expedited feature cnteria, it will exit 
this process and enter the standard 
Types 2-5 flow, Step 4. 

IOTE: See Section 11.0 Terms and 
k%mitions - Change Request Status for valid 
atus codes and descriptions. 

‘BellSouth determines that a CLEC initiated 
wpedited change request should not be 
xepted because of cost, industry direction 01 
ecause it is considered not techmcally 
:asible to implement, BellSouth will open an 
genda item on the next monthly status 
ratineicall. and will orovide a SME on that 

CcpZ-16.8 

Inputs and 

Outputs 

INPUTS: 
New Change Request 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 

IUTPUTS: 
Validated Expedited Change 
Request 
Clarltication Notification (if 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (if 
required) 
CR status updated on web 

Cycle Time 

!O Bus Days 

Y  

111 to present its case. BellSouth shall 
onsider all possible options for 
:commodating the request. 

NOTE: Ifrequested, appropriate SME will 
participate in the Monthly Status Meeting to 
address the reason for rejection and discuss 
n,,m”.ti.rsc with C-T cc- r~mml~n;t~, Qh”F 
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tep 1 Accountability Sub-processes Inputs and Cycle Time 

Activities Outputs 
I 

must be provided a mmimum of two-week 
advance notxe to participate in upcoming 
Monthly Status Meeting. 
INTERNAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT INPUTS. 

4 BCCM 
- 

PROCESS . Change Request Log 
1. Both BellSouth and CLECs will 

30 days 

CCCM perform analysis, impact, sizing and OUTPUTS. - 
estimating activities to the Expedited . Release Date for Expedited 
Feature Change Request. This ensures Feature 
that participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigning resources to activities. 

5 BCCM 
RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND INPUTS. A 

IMPLEMENTATION . Approved Release Package 
Ongoing 

(Project 
1. Provide Project Management and Notification 

Managers from 
Implementation of Release (See Release 

each 
Management @  Appendix B). OUTPUTS. - 

participating 
2. Lead Project Manager communicates . Project Release Status 

company) 
Release Management Project status to . 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly Status 

Implementation Date 
. 

Meetings. 
Documentation Changes 

3. BellSouth User Requirements for 
software changes will be presented to 
CLECs, if applicable. If needed, 
changes will be incorporated and 
requirements re-baselined. 

4. BellSouth Documentation changes, 
including business rules changes wdl be 
provided. 

5. Once a Change Request is implemented in 
a release, the status will be changed to “I” 
for Change Implemented. 
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5.0 DEFECT PROCESS 

Ccp2-16.doc 

A CLEC/BST identified defect will enter this process through the Change Management  Team as a  
Type 6  Change Request. If the defect is validated internally, it will route through this process, and  
notification provided to the CLEC community via e-mail and  web posting. 

A Type 6  defect request is any non-type 1  change that corrects problems discovered in production 
versions of an  application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in 
accordance to the BellSouth basel ine business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has 
publ ished or otherwise provided to the CLECs. 

In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and  the CLECs, results in inoperable 
functionality, even though software business requirements and  business rules match; this will be  
addressed as a  defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and  may 
include documentat ion that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. Type 6  
validated defects may not be  managed  using the Expedited Feature Process discussed in Section 4, Part 
3. 

Defect Change Requests will have three (3) Impact Levels: 

l High Impact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no  electronic workaround solution 
exists. 

l Medium Impact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a  workaround solution does 
exist. 

l Low Impact 

The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

c,.. 
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Figure 5-l provides the process flow for the validation and resolution of a  Type 6  Change - CLEC 
Impacting Defect. 

NOTE: The intervals in the boxes above match the intervals in the tables below for High, Medium, 
and  Low Impact defect change requests. 

Figure 5-1. Type 6  Process Flow 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and  cycle times of each 
sub-process in the Type 6  Process Flow. This process will be  used to validate defects, provide status 
notification(s), workarounds and final resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the table are 
sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 5-1. Type 6 Detail Process Flow 

step 7. Accountability Sub-processes Inputs and Cycle Tim{ 

Activities Outputs 
I 

1 CCCM 
IDENTIFY NEED INPUTS. - 

I. Identify Defect. N/A . Type 6 Change Request 
2. 

BCCM 
Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
should complete the standardized OUTPUTS: 
Change Request Form indicating that it l Completed Change Request 
is a Type 6. Form (with related 

3. include description of business need documentation if necessary) 
and details of business impact. 

4. Attach related requirements and 
specification documents. These 
attachments must include the following, 
if appropriate: 
. PON 
. OCN 
l Specific Scenario 
. Interface(s) affected 
l Error message (if applicable) 
. Release or API version (if 

applicable) 
5. Appropriate CCCMiBCCM subnuts 

Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth 
Change Management Team. 

2 BCCM OPEN & VALIDATE DEFECT FORM INPUTS. - 
FOR COMPLETENESS . Completed Change Request 

4 Hours - 

Form (with related High Impact 

1. Log Defect in Change Request Log. documentation if necessary) 
2. Send Acknowledgment Notification via 1 Bus Day - 

email to initiating CLEC. OUTPUTS: Medium & 

3. Establish CR status (‘N’ for New . New Defect 
Low Impact 

Defect). . Acknowledgment 
4. BCCM reviews change request for Notification 

(Time to be 

mandatory fields using the Change calculated . 
n....... r _..... ,-..1 a:.. Clarification Notification (if from time of 
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3 

Accountability Sub-processes 

BCCM 

Activities 

Request Form Checklist. 
i. Verify specifications and related 

information exists. 
1, Send Clarification Notification via 

email to the originator if needed. 
I_ Update CR Status to‘ PC’ for Pending 

Clarification if clarification is needed. 

f clarification is needed, CLEC or BST 
niginator makes necessary corrections per 
Xxification Notification and submits via 
:mail Change Request Clarification 
kSPO”SC 

INTERNAL VALIDATION 
Validate that it is a defect. 
Perform internal defect analysis. 
Determine status of request: 
If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue forward Cancellation 
Notification to CCCM or BCCM and 
update status to ‘C’ for Request 
Cancelled or ‘CT’ for Training. If 
Training issue, refer to CSM or 
Account Team. 
. Send Clariiication Notification via 

email if needed and update status 
to ‘PC’ for Pending Clarification. 

. If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change reauest is 

Inputs and 

Outputs 

required) 

YPUTS. - 
New Defect 

WTPUTS: 
Validated Defect 
Defect notification to CLEC 
community via e-mail and 
web posting 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (if 
required) 
Status provided for High 
Impact Defects to originator 
via email within 24 hours. 

Cycle Time 

:ceipt with a 
utoff t ime of 
:00 PM 
astern Time) 

Bus Days 
‘gh Impact 

Bus Days - 
fedium & 
ow Impact 

L I  

no longer needed. 
. If request is valid, update Change 

Request status to ‘V’ for Validated 
Defect and indicate appropriate 
hnpact Level. 

. If the process is operating as 
specified in the baselined 
requirements and published 
business rules, the BCCM will 
communicate the results via e-mail 
to the originator to 
discuss/determine the next step(s). 

If issue IS reclassified as a feature 
change, provide supporting inform&x 
via cmail to the oririnator for review 
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step 

4 

5 

Accountability 

1CCM 

Defect notification will be provided to 
CLEC community via e-mail and web 
posting. 
DEVELOP AND VALIDATE 
WORKAROUND (IF APPLICABLE) 

I. Defect workaround identified. 
2. Change Request status changed to “W ” 

for workaround identified. 
3. Workaround is communicated via e- 

mail to onginating CLEC and to the 
CLEC community via email and web 
posting. 

1. If appropriate, communication to the 
CLEC community regarding 
workaround will be discussed via 
conference call. 

If it is determined that additional t ime is 
weded to develop workaround due to the 
:omplexity of the defect, notification will 
x provided to CLEC community via e-mail 
md web posting. 

ICCM INTERNAL RESOLUTION PROCESS 

Sub-processes 

Activities 

and feedback. The Change Request 
will exit the defect process flow and 
enter Types 2-5 process flow (enter at 
step 3). 

NOTE: See Section 1 I .O Terms and 
Definitions - Defect Status for valid status 
codes and descriptions. 

I. Schedule and evaluate Defects based 
on capacity and business impacts to the 
CLECs aud BellSouth. 

I. Provide status updates to the CLEC 
community via email as the status 
changes until the defect is 
implemented. 

Inputs and 

Outouts 

YPUTS. L 
Validated Defect 
Clarification Notification (il 
required) 

IUTPUTS: 
Workaround (ifapulicable) 
Clarification Notification (il 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (ii 
reqmred) 
E-mail and web posting of 
workaround 

VPUTS. L 
l CLECi BST input 

UTPUTS, - 
Defect Release Schedule 

Cycle Time 

Bus Days - 
figh Impact 

Bus Days - 
4edium & 
.ow Impact 

‘alidated 
hgh Impact 
Iefects will be 
nplemented 
rithin a 4-25 
usiness day 
mge, best 
Ffolt. 

tedium 
npact 
Iefects will be 
nolemented 
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step 7 Accountability Sub-wocesses Inputs and Cycle Tim1 

Activities outputs 
I 
within 90 bus 
days, best 
effort. 

Low Impact 
Defects will b 
implemented 
best effort. 

6 
BCCM UPDATE RELEASE PACKAGE INPUTS. - 

NOTIFICATION . Defect lnformatlon 
Based on 
release 

1. Update and distribute release constraints for 

notification package via web. OUTPUTS: defects (may br 
. Updated Release Package less than 30 

2. All Change Requests that are in the Notification days). 
approved scheduled release will be . Scheduled Change Request 
changed to ‘5” status for “Scheduled”. 

Note: The release notification will be 
published in a timely manner, based on the 
release constraints associated with the 
defect. 

I 
BCCM MONTHLY STATUS MEETING INPUTS: 

I. Provide status of Defect. . Defects Received Monthly or 

2. Solicit CLEC/ BST input. . 
3. Update Defect information as needed. 

Change Request Log 
when status 

. Defect Analysis 
changes, 

Workaround (if applicable) 
whichever 

. occurs first, 

OUTPUTS: 
l Updated status 
l Updated Change Request 

Log 
l Meeting minutes 

8 
BCCM RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND INPUTS: 

IMPLEMENTATION . Approved Release Package 
0llgOl”g 

The following release management Notification 

actwlties will pertain to Type 6 changes: 
OUTPUTS. - 

1. Lead project manager communicates l Project Release Status 
release management project status to . Implementation Date 
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BCCM for mclusion in Monthly status 

2. Once a defect is implemented in a 
release, the status will be changed to 
“I” for Change Implemented. 

/ : 
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6.0 CHANGE REVIEW 

Part 1  - Change  Review Meeting 

The Change Review meet ing provides the forum for reviewing and prioritizing Pending Change 
Requests, generat ing Candidate Change Requests, submitt ing Candidate Change Requests for 
sizing, and  reviewing the status of all release projects underway. Status update meetings will be  
held monthly and  are open to all CLEC’s. Meetings will be  structured according to category (pre- 
order, order, and  maintenance, etc.). Prioritization meetings will be  held quarterly. For non- 
system impacting changes, there will be  a  5  (five)-business day notice for documentat ion updates. 
The prioritization meet ing dates will be  communicated when the release schedule is published. 

During the Change Review Meet ing each originator of a  Change Request will be  al lowed 5  (five) 
minutes to present their Change Request. A question and answer session not to exceed 15 minutes 

will follow this presentation. After all presentations for a  particular category are complete, the 
prioritization process will begin. 

The Change Request Log  will be  distributed 5  - 7  (five to seven) business days prior to the Change 
Review meeting. A valid and  complete Change Request must be  received 30  business days prior to 
the Change Review Meeting. Change Requests must be  accepted and in “Pending” status to be  
placed on  the agenda for the next scheduled meeting. 

Note: Status Meetings will occur monthly. Prioritization meetings will be  scheduled to occur in 
March, June, September and  December and  will include the monthly status meet ing agenda items 

Part 2  - Change  Review Package 

The Change Review Package will be  distributed to all participants 5  - 7  (five to seven) business 
days prior to the Change Review meeting. The package will include the following: 

l Meeting Notice 
l Agenda 
l Change Request Log  (List of Change Requests to be  reviewed) 
l BellSouth’s estimate of the size and  scope of each Change Request 
l Reference to Change Control Process on  the BST website (for CLECs not familiar with 

the process, new CLECs or CLECs that choose to participate after the initial rollout) 
l Status Reports from each of the active Release Management  Project Teams 
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Part 3  - Prioritizing Change  Requests 

Prior to the Change Review Meeting, each participating CLEC should determine priorities for 
change requests and  establish “desired/want” dates. The CLEC should use the Preliminary 
Priority List form as provided via the web. 

Final prioritization will be  determined at the Change Review meet ing after presentation of the 
Change Requests for each category. 

Prioritization Voting Rules 

l CLEC must either be  using an  interface within a  category (i.e. ordering), in the 
testing phase or have a  letter of intent on  tile with the BellSouth Change Control 
Management  Team to participate in the voting process 

l One vote per CLEC, per category 
l No proxy voting 
l Each company may bring the number  of participants necessary to represent their 

position. If the number  of participants grow to be  unmanageable,  CLECs and 
BellSouth will revisit the issue of representation to apply some restrictions. 

l Forced Ranking (1 to N, with N being the highest) will be  used 
l Votes will be  tallied to determine order of ranking 
l Changes will be  ranked by category 
l Manual  processes and documentat ion will be  prioritized separately; however they 

will need to be  synchronized with the electronic interface changes 
l In case of a  tie, the affected Changes will be  re-ranked and prioritized based on  the 

re-ranking 
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Example: The top 2  Changes from high to low are E5 and E2, with El and  E4 tied for 31d. 
El and  E4 would be  re-ranked and prioritized according to the re-ranking. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND RETIREMENT OF INTERFACES 

Introduction of New Interfaces 

BellSouth will introduce new interfaces to the CLEC Community as part of the Change Control 
Process. A description of the proposed interface will be  submitted to the BCCM. The BCCM 
will add  an  agenda item to discuss the new interface at the monthly status meeting. BellSouth 
will be  given 30  - 45  minutes to present information on  the proposed interface. If BellSouth 
requests addit ional t ime for the presentation, a  separate meet ing will be  scheduled to review the 
proposed interface, so that, the information can be  presented in its entirety. The objective will 
be  to identify interest in the new interface and obtain input from the CLEC community. 
BellSouth will provide specifications on  the interface being developed to the CLEC 
Community.  As new interfaces are deployed, they will be  added to the scope of this document  
as appropriate, based on  the use by the CLEC community and  requested changes will be  
managed  by this process. 

Retirement of Interfaces 

As active interfaces are retired, BellSouth will notify the CLECs through the Change Control 
Process and post a  CLEC Notification Letter to the web six (6) months prior to the retirement of 
the interface. BellSouth will have the discretion to provide shorter notifications (30-60 days) 
on  interfaces that are not actively used and/or have low volumes. BellSouth will consider a  
CLEC’s ability to transition from an interface before it is scheduled for retirement. BellSouth 
will ensure that its transition to another interface does not negatively impact a  CLEC’s 
business. 

BellSouth will only retire interfaces if an  interface is not being used, or if BellSouth has a  
replacement for an  interface that provides equal  or better functionality for the CLEC than the 
existing interface. 

Retirement of Versions 

When  software versions are retired, BellSouth will give the CLECs a  120 day notification 

A CLEC may respond to Change Control with its desire to extend a  retirement date. The CLEC 
must explain why the scheduled retirement date is not acceptable by providing the impact to it 
business. 
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8.0 ESCALATION PROCESS 

Guidelines 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

The ability to escalate is left to the discretion of the CLEC based on  the severity of the 
missed or unaccepted response/resolution. 

Escalations can involve issues related to the Change Control process itself. 

For change requests, the expectation is that escalation should occur only after normal 
Change Control procedures (e.g. communicat ion timelines) have occurred per the Change 
Control agreement.  

Three levels of escalation will be  used. 

For Type I issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a  one-day 
turnaround for each cycle of escalation.(Excludes Expedites) 

For Types 2-5 issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a  five-day 
turnaround for each cycle of escalation. 

For Type 6  High Impact Issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a  two 
(2) day turnaround to provide a  status for each cycle of escalation. 

For Type 6  Med ium and Low Impact issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow 
BellSouth a  five (5) day turnaround to provide a  status for each cycle of escalation. For 
Types 2-5 Expedite Process issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a  
three (3) day turnaround to provide a  status for each cycle of escalation. 

Each level will go  through the same Cycle, which is described below. 

All escalation communicat ions may be  optionally distributed by the CLEC to the industry 
and  BellSouth Change Control e-mail unless there is a  proprietary issue. 
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Cycle for Tvpe 1  System Outages 

Contact List for Escalation - ECS Group - Tvpe I Changes  

If the originator does not receive a  call back from the EC Support Group according to the times 
specified in this document,  they may escalate according to the following list: 

Escalation 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

3rd Level 

Name and Title 

Don Tighe 

Manager - EC 
Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Bruce Smith 

Operations Director - 
EC Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Bill Reid 

Operations Assistant 
Vice President 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Oftice Number 

404-532-2233 

205-988-7211 

205-988-1447 

Pager Number 

l-800-946-4646 
PIN 1436470 

l-800-542-3260 

l-800-946-4646 
PIN 1179523 

Email Address 

Bruce.Smith~bridae.bell 
south.com 

Bill.C.Reid(iibridae.bells 
outh.com 

NOTE: If a  call is escalated without first attempting to contact the ECS Helpdesk, the caller will be  
referred back to the ECS Helpdesk. 
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Escalation Cvcle for Tvnes 2-6 Chanee Reauests 

l I tem must be  formally escalated as an  e-mail sent to the appropriate escalation level 
within BellSouth with a  copy to the industry and  BellSouth Change Control e-mail. 

l Subject of e-mail must be  CLEC (CLEC Name) ESCALATION-CR#, if applicable, Level 
of Escalation, unless it is proprietary. 

l Content of e-mail must include: 

Definition and  escalation of item. 

History of item. 

Reason for escalation. 

Desired outcome of CLEC. 

l Impact to CLEC of not meet ing the desired outcome or item remaining on  current course 
of action as previously discussed at the Change Control Meet ing for enhancements.  

l Contact information for appropriate Level including Name, Title, Phone Number,  and  E- 
mail ID. 

l For escalation Level 2, forward original e-mail and  include any addit ional information 
including the reason that the matter could not be  resolved at Level 1. 

l For escalation Level 3, forward original e-mail and  include any addit ional information 
including the reason that the matter could not be  resolved at Levels 1  and  2. 

l BellSouth will reply to escalation request with acknowledgement of receipt within 4  hrs 
and  begin the escalation process through Level of escalation. 

l The escalating CLEC should respond to BellSouth within 5  days as to whether escalation 
will continue or the BellSouth response has been accepted as closure to the item. 

l If the BellSouth position suggests a  change in the current disposition of the item (i.e., 
what has already been communicated to the industry), a  conference call will be  held 
within 1  business day of the BellSouth decision in order to provide industry notification 
with the appropriate executives. 
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l BellSouth will publish the outcome of the conference call to the industry via web. 

l If unsatisfied with an  outcome, either party can seek appropriate relief. 

Contact List for Escalation - Type 2  - 6  Changes  

Types 2-5 Changes: Within 5  business days of receipt (4 from acknowledgement),  BellSouth Change 
Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position 
and  explanation for that position. 
Type 6, High Impact Changes: Within two (2) business days of receipt, BellSouth Change Control 
appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position and  
explanation for that position, 
Type 6 Medium and Low Impact Changes: Within five (5) business days of receipt, BellSouth 
Change Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s 
position and  explanation for that position. 

Escalations should be  made  according to the following list 

Escalation 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

Name and Title OOice Number 

Valerie Cott ingham 

Director 
Chance Control 

Director 
(Test Bed, User 

Requirements, CCP) 

Joy Lofton 
Director 

(for Business 
Rules/Operations 

ISSUeS) 

Suzie Lavett 
Director 

(TAG/LENS) 

Audrey Thomas 
Director 

W W  

205-321-2168 

404-927-4535 

404-927-7828 

205-977-2876 

404-927-7886 

Email Address 
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Dispute Resolut ion Process 

In the event that an  issue is not resolved through the Escalation Process as described herein, 
including (1) escalation within each company to the person with ultimate authority for Change 
Control operations, and  (2) the services of a  joint investigative team, when appropriate, 
comprised of representatives from BellSouth and  the affected CLECs. Resolution of the dispute 
shall be  accomplished as set forth below: 

l Either BellSouth or any CLEC affected by the dispute may request mediat ion through the 
State Public Service Commission, if available. If mediat ion is requested, parties shall 
participate in good faith. If the mediat ion results in the resolution of the dispute, that 
resolution shall apply to all CLECs affected by the dispute. 

l Without necessity for prior mediation, either BellSouth or any CLEC affected by the 
dispute may tile a  formal complaint with the appropriate state regulatory agency, 
requesting resolution of the issue. 

Issued: 02/16/01 49 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 2000-465 

JMB-R9 
Page 51 of 95 



Change Control Process 
Version 2.1A CcpZ- I h.doc 

9.0 CHANGES TO THIS PROCESS 

The current, approved version of this process document  will be  stored under the component  name 
“Ccp.doc” (the date of the latest CCP document  will be  included in the tile name). The 
BellSouth Change Control Manager  BCCM (and alternate) will be  the only persons authorized to 
update the document  version. 

Requests for changes to the Change Control Process may be  submitted to the BellSouth Change 
Control Manager  (BCCM) using the Change Request form located in the Appendix A. Cosmetic 
changes may be  made  and publ ished by the BCCM (or alternate) without further review. Other 
changes will be  reviewed at the monthly Change Review status meetings. All changes will be  
submitted as a  change request and  reviewed. 
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10.0 TESTING ENVIRONMENT 

BellSouth offers Carrier Testing to CLECs in an  open proven test environment for 
Telecommunicat ions Access Gateway (TAG) and Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
interfaces. The testing opportunities offered are BETA and New Carrier Testing. 

BETA testing is offered to those CLECs that express an  interest in assisting BellSouth 
validate a  Telecommunicat ions Industry Forum (TCIF) change for the affected interfaces. 
The opportunity for testing is submitted via the BellSouth Account Team and is negotiated 
with the Carrier Testing group. BellSouth opens the test environment for BETA testing after 
“major releases”. CLECs are selected on  a  “first come, first served basis”. 

New Carrier Testing is offered to those CLECs who are transitioning from a  manual  to an  
electronic environment or from one TCIF issue to another. New Carrier Testing is available 
to all CLECs and is scheduled with the BellSouth Account Team and Carrier Testing group. 

For addit ional details on  the testing environment, regulations and guidelines, refer to the 
following BellSouth public Internet sites: 

EDI 

www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/markets/lec.html 
Select “Customer Guides” 
Select “Local Exchange Ordering Guides” 
Select “BellSouth EDI Specifications TCIF 9” 
Select “Section 7  - ED1 Testing Guidelines for CLECS” 

www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/markets/lec.html 
Select “OSS Information Center” 
Select “TAG Documentat ion” 

This site is password protected. You should obtain the password from your Account Team 
representative. 
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11.0 TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

A 
Account Team. The Account Teams represent the CLECs and all CLEC interests within BellSouth, that 
is, the Account Team is the CLECs’ advocate within BellSouth. Some of the Account Team functions 
are listed below: 

- Contract Negotiations’ - BonaFide Requests (BFR) 

- Enhanced Billing Options Negotiations -Production Support 

- Customer Education - Collocation 

- Technical Assistance -Testing Support 

- General Problem Resolution - Project/Order Coordination 

- Tariff Interpretation -Rate Quotations 

Accountability. Individual(s) having responsibility for complet ing and producing the outputs of 
each sub-process as def ined in the Detailed Process Flow. 

Acknowledgement Notification. Notification returned to originator by BCCM indicating receipt 
of Change Request. 

Approved Release Package. Calendar of Candidate Change Requests with consensus target i 
implementat ion dates as determined at the Release Package Meeting. 

B 

BellSouth Change Control Manager (BCCM). BellSouth Point of Contact for processing all 
Change Requests. 

BFR (Bonafide Request). Process used for providing custom products and/or services. 
Bonaf ide Requests are outside the scope of the Change Control Process and should be  referred to 
the appropriate BellSouth Account Team. 

Business Day. A business day is considered any Monday-Friday workday that does not fall on  an  
official BellSouth holiday. 
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Business Rules. The logical business requirements associated with the Interfaces referenced in 
this document.  Business rules determine the when and the how to populate data for an  Interface. 
Examples of data def ined by Business Rules are: 

l The five primary transactions sets: 850,855,860,865, and  997 

l Data Element Abbreviation and Definition 

. Activity Types at the appropriate level (account, line, feature) and  the associated Usage 
Type (optional, conditional, required, not applicable, prohibited) 

l Conditions/rules associated with each Activity and  Usage Type 

0  Dependencies relative to other data elements 

0  Condit ions which will be  edited within BellSouth’s OSSs 

l Valid Value Set 

. Data Characteristics 

C 
Cancellation Notification. Notification returned to originator by the BCCM indicating a  Change 
Request has been canceled for one  of the following reasons: Originator cancellation, duplicate 
request, training issue, or failure to respond to clarification, 

Candidate Request List. List of prioritized Change Requests with associated “Need by Dates” as 
determined at an  Change Review Meeting. These requests will be  submitted for sizing and 
sequencing. 

Candidate Change Request. Change Requests that have been prioritized at an  Change Review 
Meet ing and are eligible for independent  sizing and sequencing by BellSouth and  each CLEC. 

Change Request. A formal request submitted on  a  Change Request Form, to add  new functions, 
defects or expedited features or Enhancements to existing Interfaces (as identified in the scope) in 
a  production environment. 

l Type 1  - BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradat ion in an  existing feature or functionality within the interface. 

l Type 2  ~  Regulatory Change.  Any non-Type 1  changes to the interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems mandated by regulatory or legal 
entities, such as the Federal Communicat ions Commission (FCC), a  state 
commission/authority or state and  federal courts. 
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l Type 2-5 ~  Expedited Feature Change.  The inability for a  CLEC to process certain types 
of LSR’s based on  the existing functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems 
(OSS’s) that are in the scope of CCP. The change request for an  expedite must provide 
details of the business impact and  will fall into one  of two categories: 1) A defect that has 
been re-classified as a  feature where the CLEClBellSouth has determined should be  
expedited due to impact and  2) an  enhancement  to an  existing product or service where 
the CLEUBellSouth has determined should be  expedited due to impact. 

l Type 3  -Industry Standard Change.  Any non-Type 1  changes to the interfaces between 
the CLEC’s and Belisouth’s operational support systems required to bring these interfaces 
in line with newly agreed upon telecommunications industry guidelines. 

l Type 4  - BellSouth Initiated Change.  Any non-Type 1  changes affecting the interfaces 
between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems which BellSouth 
desires to implement on  its own accord. 

l Type 5  - CLEC Initiated Change.  Any non-Type 1  changes affecting the interfaces 
between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems, which the CLEC 
requests BellSouth to implement. 

Type 6  - CLEC Impacting Defect, Any non-type 1  change that corrects problems discovered 
in production versions of an  application interface. These problems are where the interface 
is not working in accordance to the BellSouth basel ine business requirements or the 
business rules that BellSouth has publ ished or otherwise provided to the CLECs. In 
addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and  the CLECs, results in 
inoperable functionality, even thought software business requirements and  business rules 
match; this will be  addressed as a  defect. These problems typically affect the CLEC’s 
ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and  may include documentat ion that is in 
error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. Type 6  validated defects may not 
be  managed  using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. The 
CLEC and/or BellSouth may initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between 
the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also 
include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and  Maintenance Requests that can be  
submitted and accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification. 

Change Request Status. The status of a  Change Request as it flows through the Change Control 
process as described in the Detailed Process Flow. 

l A = Appeal. Indicates a  cancelled Change Request is being appealed by the originator 
(Step 3). 

l C = Request Cancelled. Indicates a  Change Request has been canceled due to one  of the 
following reasons (Step 3): 

l CC = Clarification. Requested clarification not received in allotted t ime (7 days). 

l CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists. 

Issued: 02/16/01 54 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 2000465 

JMB-R9 
Page 56 of 95 



Change Control Process 
Version 2.lA Ccp2_16.doc 

l CT = Training. Requested change already exists, addit ional training may be  
required. 

. CRC = Change Review Complete, Indicates a  Change Request has been reviewed at a  
Change Review Meeting, but did not reach the Candidate Request List (Step 5). 

l D = Request Purge. Indicates the cancellation of a  Change Request that has been pending 
for 12  months and has failed to reach the Candidate Request List (Step 3). 

l I = Change Implemented. Indicates a  Change Request has been implemented in a  release 
(Step 10). 

l N = New Change Request. Indicates a  Change Request has been received by the BCCM, 
but has not been validated (Step 2). 

l P = Pending. Indicates a  Change Request has been accepted by the BCCM and scheduled 
for Change Review (Step 3  moving to Step 4). 

l PC = Pending Clarification. Indicates a  Clarification Notification has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2  or 3). 

l PN = Pending N times. Indicates a  Change Request reached the Candidate Request List, 
was sized but not scheduled for a  release and has cycled through the process N number  of 
times. Example: PI =  2”d time through process, P2 =  31d time through process, etc (Step 
8). 

l RC = Candidate Request. Indicates a  Change Request has completed the Change Review 
process and been assigned to the Candidate Request List for sizing and sequencing (Step 
5). 

l S-Request Scheduled. Indicates a  Change Request has been scheduled for a  release 
(Step 8). 

Change Review Meeting. Meeting held by the Change Review participants to review and 
prioritize pending Change Requests, generate Candidate Change Requests, and  submit Candidate 
Change Requests for sizing and sequencing. 

Change Review Package. Package distributed by the BCCM 5 - 7  business days prior to the 
Change Review Meeting. The package includes the Meet ing Notice, Agenda,  Release 
Management  Status Report, Change Request Log, etc. 

Clarification Notification. Notification returned to the originator by the BCCM indicating 
required information has been omitted from the Change Request and  must be  provided prior to 
acceptance of the Change Request. The Change Request will be  cancelled if clarification is not 
received by the date indicated on  the Clarification Notification. 

CLEC Affecting Change. Any change that requires the CLEC to modify the way they operate or 
to rewrite system code. 
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CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). CLEC Point of Contact for processing Change 
Requests. 

CSM. Customer Support Manager  which supports resale and  facility based CLECs 

Cycle Time. The time allotted to complete each step in the Change Control Process prior to 
moving to the next step in the process. 

- (’ 

D 
Defect. Any non-type 1  change that corrects problems discovered in production versions of an  
application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in accordance to the 
BellSouth basel ine business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has publ ished or 
othenvise provided to the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by 
BellSouth and  the CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even thought software business 
requirements and  business rules match; this will be  addressed as a  defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and  
may include documentat ion that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. 

, 
Y 

Type 6  validated defects may not be  managed  using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed 
in Section 4, Part 3. 

The CLEC and/or BellSouth may initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also include 
issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and  Maintenance Requests that can be  submitted and 
accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification. 

Defect Status. The status of a  CLEC Impacting Defect Change Request as it flows through the 
Change Control process as described in the Detailed Process Flow. 

l A = Appeal. Indicates a  cancelled Change Request is being appealed by the originator 
(Step 3). 

l C = Cancelled. Indicates a  Change Request has been canceled due to one  of the following 
reasons (Step 3): 
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l CC = Clarification. Requested clarification not received in allotted t ime (2 days). 

l CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists, 

l CT = Training. Requested change already exists, or CLEC training issue. 

I= Implemented. Indicates a  Defect Change Request has been implemented in a  release 
(Step 6). 

N = New Defect Change Request. Indicates a  Defect Change Request has been received 
by the BCCM and the change request form validated for completeness (Step 2). 

PC = Pending Clarification. Indicates a  Clarification Notitication has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2  or 3). 

S = Scheduled for Release. Indicates a  Defect Change Request has been scheduled for a  
release (Step 6). 

V = Validated Defect. Indicates internal analysis has been conducted and it is determined 
that it is a  validated defect/expedite (Step 3). 

W  = Workaround Identified. Indicates a  workaround has been developed and 
communicated to impacted CLEC community (Step 4). 

E 
Electronic Communicat ions Systems (ECS). ECS is the help desk for reporting system outages 
or degradat ion in an  existing feature/functionality within an  interface. The ECS group works with 
the CLEC community to resolve system outages/degradation in a  timely manner.  The telephone 
number  for the ECS group is l-888-462-8030. 

Enhancement. Functions which have never been introduced into the system; improving or 
expanding existing functions; required functional changes to system interfaces (user and  other 
systems), data, or business rules (processing algorithms -how a  process must be  performed); any 
change in the User Requirements in a  production system. 

Expedited Feature. An expedited feature is the inability for a  CLEC to process certain types of 
LSR’s based on  the existing functionality to BellSouth’s operations support systems (OSS’s) that 
are in the scope of Change Control. The change request for an  expedite must provide details of 
the business impact and  will fall into one  of two categories: 1) a  defect that has been re-classified 
as a  feature where the CLECIBellSouth has determined should be  expedited due to impact and  2) 
an  enhancement  to an  existing product or service where the CLEC/BellSouth has determined 
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should be  expedited due to impact. For both re-classified defects and  enhancements to an  existing 
product or service, the rules surrounding the expedited feature request will be: 

l Must be  an  enhancement  to an  existing product or service 
l Will follow the Expedited Feature process flow described below which is based on  the 

current Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 4-6 
that are eliminated. 

l The CLECiBellSouth will be  required to give impacts and  the consequences for not 
implementing the feature in the current, next, or point release, best effort. 

H 
High Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no  electronic 
workaround solution exists. 

I 
Internal Change Management Process. Internal process unique to BellSouth and  each 
participating CLEC for managing and controlling Change Requests. 

L 
Low Impact. The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance 

M 
Medium Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a  
workaround solution does exist. 

N 
Need-by-Date. Date used to determine implementat ion of a  Change Request. This date is derived 
at the Change Review Meet ing through team consensus. Example: lQ99 or Release XX. 

Issued: 02/16/01 58 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprwd 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 2000-465 

JMB-R9 
Page 60 of 95 



Change Control Process 
Version 2.1.A Ccp2_lh.doc 

P 
Points of Contact (POC). An individual that functions as the unique entry point for change 
requests on  this process. 

Priority. The level of urgency assigned for resource allocation to implement a  change. Priority 
may be  initially entered by the originator of the Change Request, but may be  changed by the 
BCCM with concurrence from the originator or the Review Meet ing participants. In addition, 
level of priority is not an  indication of the t imeframe in which the Change Request will be  worked. 
It is the originator’s label to determine the priority of the request submitted. 

One of four priorities may be  assigned: 

l-Urgent. Should be  implemented as soon as possible. Resources may be  pul led from 
scheduled release efforts to expedite this item. A need-by date will be  established during the 
Change Review Meeting. A special release may be  required if the next scheduled release 
does not meet  the agreed upon need-by date. 

2-High. Implement in the next possible scheduled major release, as determined during the 
Release Package Meeting. 

3-Medium. Implement in a  future scheduled major release. A scheduled release will be  
established during the Release Package Meeting. 

~-LOW. Implement in a  future scheduled major release only after all other priorities. A 
scheduled release will be  established during the Release Package Meeting. 

Project Plan. Document which defines the strategy for Release Management  and  Implementation, 
including Scope Statement, Communicat ion Plan, Work Breakdown Structure, etc. See Release 
Management  Project Plan template, Attachment B-l. 

Proposed Release Package: Proposed set of change requests slated for a  release that the BCCM 
presents to the CLEC community during the Release Package Meet ing 

R 
Release-Major. Implementat ion of scheduled Change(s) which may or may not impact all 
CLECs; may or may not require CLECs to make changes to their interface and may or may not 
prohibit the use of an  interface upon implementat ion of the Change(s). Application-to-Application 
and Machine-to-Human. 
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Release-Minor. Implementat ion of scheduled Change(s) which do  not require coordination 
with the entire CLEC industry, do  not require CLECs to make changes to their interface or do  not 
prohibit the use of an  interface upon implementat ion of the Change(s). Machine-to-Human. 

Release Package. Package distributed by the BCCM listing the Candidate Change Requests that 
have been targeted for a  scheduled release. 

Release Package Notification. Package distributed by the BCCM and used to conduct an  initial 
Release Management  and  Implementat ion meeting. The package includes the list of participants, 
meet ing date, time, Approved Release Package, Defect and/or Expedite Notification, etc. 

Release Schedule: Schedule that contains the intended dates for implementat ion of software 
enhancements.  This release schedule is created annually. 

S 
Specifications. Detailed, exact document(s) describing enhancement  and/or defects, business 
processes and documentat ion changes requested and included with the Change Request as 
addit ional information. 

System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally unusable or there is degradat ion 
in an  existing feature or fnnctionality within the interface. 

Version (Document). Indicates variation of an  earlier Change Control process document.  Users 
can identify the latest version by the version control number.  
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APPENDIX A - CHANGE CONTROL FORMS 

See Attached Forms 
This section identities the forms to be  used during the initial phases of the Change Control process 
accompanied by a  brief explanation of their use. Attachments Al - A-4A contains sample Change 
Control forms and line by line Checklists. 

Change Request Form. Used when submitt ing a  request for a  change (Attachment A-l). 

Change Request Form Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for complet ing the Change 
Request form (Attachment A-1A). 

Change Request Clarification Response. Used when responding to request for clarification or 
Clarification Notification (Attachment A-2). 

Change Request Clarification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for complet ing the 
Change Request Clarification Response (Attachment A-2A). 

Acknowledgement Notification. Advises originator of receipt of Change Request by BCCM 
(Attachment A-3). 

Acknowledgement Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-lines instructions for complet ing the 
Acknowledgement Notification. (Attachment A-3A). 

Cancellation Notification. Advises the originator of cancellation of a  Change Request 
(Attachment A-3). 

Cancellation Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for complet ing the 
Cancellation Notification. (Attachment A-3B). 

Clarification Notification. Advises originator that a  Change Request is being held pending receipt 
of addit ional information (Attachment A-4). 

Clarification Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for complet ing the 
Clarification Notification. (Attachment A-4A). 

Letter of Intent. CLEC provides notice of intent to implement a  TCIF compliant interface within 
a  specified timeframe. (Attachment A-5). 
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APPENDIX B - RELEASE MANAGEMENT 

See Attached Forms 
Release Management  and  Project Implementat ion is described in Step 10  of the Change Control 
Process. Project Managers are responsible for confirming the release date, developing project plans 
and requirements, providing the WBS,  Gantt chart and  Executive Summary to the BCCM for input 
to the Change Review Package and ensuring the successful implementat ion of the release. 

The BST Change Control Manager  (BCCM) will distribute the Release Notification Information 
via web. The Notification should contain the following information: 

l List of participants (Project Managers from each stakeholder) 

l Date(s) for the next Project Manage  Release meeting(s) 

l Times 

l Logistics 

l Meeting facilitator and  minutes originator (rotated between stakeholders) 

l Current Approved Release Package (email attachment) 

l Current Maintenance/Defect Notification Information (web posting) 

l Draft Release Project Plan - WBS  (email attachment created by the Lead Project Manager  
(s) assigned in step 8  of the Change Control Process) 

l Lead Project Manager(s) assigned to the Release with reach numbers (s) 

Attachments Bl ~  B12 contain templates designed to assist the Project Manager(s) in conducting 
project management  responsibilities as needed for Release Management  and  Implementation. 
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APPENDIX C -ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 
CcpZ-16.doc 

See Attached Documents 
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APPENDIX D -BST VERSIONING POLICY FOR INDUSTRY 
STANDARD ORDERING INTERFACES 

[’ : 

Since August 1998, BellSouth’s policy, which is stated in its Statement of Generally Accepted Terms 
(SGAT) and standard interconnection agreement,  has been to support two industry standard versions of 
the applicable electronic interfaces at all times. Currently, the EDI and  TAG electronic interfaces are 
maintained this way, because they are the interfaces that require the CLEC to “build” its side of the 
interface to use the new standard. The two industry standard versions of an  interface are maintained 
when BellSouth is implementing an  entirely new version of an  interface based on  new industry 
standards, not when BellSouth is simply enhancing an  existing interface. Periodically, the standards 
organizations for an  interface will issue a  new set of standards. After submitt ing the new standards to 
the CCP to determine how and when they will be  implemented, BellSouth will introduce a  new version 
of that interface based on  the new standards. BellSouth will keep the “old” version of the interface 
based on  the old industry standards “up” for those CLECs that have not had  enough time to build their 
side of the interface to the new industry standards. BellSouth gives CLECs six (6) months advance 
notice of the implementat ion of electronic interfaces based on  new industry standards. 

When  a  new industry standard for the interface is issued, the most recent prior industry standard 
version of the interface will be  frozen - no  changes will be  made  to the old version of the interface. 
BellSouth will support both the new industry standard version and the old industry standard version 
until the next set of industry standards is issued. Then, BellSouth will support the two most recent : 
industry standard versions of the interface. If, for example, version A were based on  the current ! 

industry standards, then following the implementat ion of version B based on  the new industry 
standards, BellSouth would freeze version A until the implementat ion of version C. Upon the 
implementat ion of the version C of the interface based on  the newest industry standards, BellSouth 
would no  longer support version A, would freeze version B, and  would support both version C and the 
frozen version B until the implementat ion of next set of the industry standards. 

For example, in March 1998, BellSouth released a  new industry standard version of EDI based on  
TCIF version 7.0. Between March 1998 and January 2000, BellSouth implemented a  series of major 
releases (4.0 and  5.0) and  a  series of “point releases” (4.1,4.2, etc. and  5.1,5.2, etc.). The final “point 
release” of EDI was Release 5.8. In January 2000, BellSouth implemented Release 6.0 of ED1 based 
on  TCIF 9.0. When  this occurred, BellSouth began maintaining Release 5.8 alongside of Release 6.0 
of EDI. 

NOTE: Because LENS is not an  industry standard, machine-to-machine interface, LENS is not 
covered under the policy described above. 

Issued: 02/16101 64 
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Release Management Project Plan Template 

Scope Statement 
The project scope detines the boundaries by which the project will operate. The scope statement will be used to obtain 
agreement and approval from the customers and stakeholders for the project funding. 

Communication Plan 
The project team will determine the type and frequency of communications that must take place during the project life cycle 
to enable the project’s success. The table below outlines the agreed to communication vehicles. 

Status CommuniquC 
Project Release Status Report 

Dishibution Frequency 0W”W 
l Team Members l Weekly Project Manager 
. Enhancement l Monthly 

Review Team 

Team Member To Do List 
Executive Summary 
Status MeetingiMmutes 

1 . TeamMember 1 l Weekly 1 Project Manager 
. Project Sponsor l ) Monthly ( PrOJeCt Manager 

) . Team Members ( l Weekly 1 Project Manager 

All escalations will be communicated by the project manager to the project sponsor. 

See Project Release Status Report 
See CCP To Do List/Resource (‘part ofMicrosoft Projectfile Custom Report) 
See CCP To Do List/Dates (part ofMicrosoft Projectfile Custom Report) 

Project Tracking Plan 
Project tracking and control is the process whereby the project manager detemunes the degree to which the project plan is 
being met. The focus is on the schedule, budget and resource allocations. 

The project manager will hold regularly scheduled team meetings for the purpose of updating the Work Breakdown 
Schedule (WBS) with accurate information. During these meetings, all new issues will be raised and assigned to a” owner 
for resolution. All existing issues will be reviewed for current status and/or closure. 

Other documents to be updated during the team meetings are as follows: 

l Change Control Plans 
. Risk Management Plans 
. Communication Plans 
. scope statements 
. Team Roster and Responslbdltles 

Project status will be created and distributed as defined in the Communications Plan. 

Attachment B-l 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R9 

Page 67 of 95 



Work Breakdown Structure 
The project manager will develop a Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) in the appropriate project management software 
application, including tasks, durations, start/end dates, dependencies, personnel resources, and related costs. A draft version 

i’ 

of the WBS wdl be created by the project manager and reviewed with the project team in an effort to effectively utilize the 
team’s time. The WBS will be revised and agreed to by the entire team to facilitate activity ownership and commitment. 

While creating the WBS, the team should consider all resource, tone, budget and performance constraints associated with 
the project. 

See WBS Tmnplate &rt of Microsoft Projectfile - Gantt View) 

Roles and Responsibilities 
Project roles will be defined to clearly identify expectations among project participants. Update the table below with the 
correct project roles and responsibilities. 

g&is 
Project Manager 

RESPONSIBILITIES 
Identify Preliminary Resources 
Hold Kick-off Meeting 
Develop Project Plan Documents 
Track Project Status 
Time 
cost 
Manage Change Control 
Manage Issues 

Project Sponsor 

Stakeholder 

External Project Support 

Team Members 

Communicate Project Status 

Understand Current Project Status 
Single Point of Contact for Escalations 
Communicate Project Status 
Define/Approve Milestone Exit Criteria 

Provide Team Members i External Project Support 
Understand Current Project Status 
Define Milestone Exit Criteria 

Perform Agreed to Activities as Defined 
Provide Project Manager Status 

Attend Project Team Meetings 
Perform Agreed to Activities as Defined 
Provide Project Manager Status 

Project Team Roster 
A list of all parties associated with or impacted by the project should be documented and distributed to the team 

See Project Team Roster 

Risk Management Plan 
In an effort to mitigate possible negative impacts to the project, a high-level risk assessmcot should be performed during the 
initial phase of the project. For each high-level risk, the team should develop a mitigation strategy or position. As potential 
risks are Identified during the project hfe cycle, the team should again develop a mitigation strategy or position. 
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See High-Level Risk Assessment 
See Risk Event Assessment and Planning 

Change Control Plan 
Throughout the project life cycle, changes will be  introduced which will impact the project scope 
statement. These changes could be  due to a  new customer need/requirement or a  miss communicat ion 
of an  existing requirement. Each change must be  evaluated to effectively understand the possible 
impact to resources, t ime and/or cost. 

See Scope Change Request and Evaluation 
See Scope Change Request Log 

Project Issues 
Day to day issues will be entered on a  project issues log as an interim solution until further discussion can take place among 
the team. Each issue could result in the addition of a new activity to the WBS, a risk to be evaluated in the Risk 
Management Plan, or a change to be managed through fhe Change Control Plan. 
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Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 

Docket No. 2000465 
JMB-R9 

Page 69 of 95 



Scope Statement Template ,I) 
i, 

Document Preparation Information 
PRolECTNliME-REL~SENUMBER PREPARED BY (PRINI) 

Project Definitions 
1 PROJECT TITLE 

1 PROJECT MANAGER 

PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS 

GOALS/OBJECTIVES 

SCOPE STATEMENT 

ASSUMPTIONS 

MAJOR RISKS 

DELIVERABLES 

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

PHASES 

KEY MILESTONES 

KEY RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

EXTERNAL CONSTRAINTS 

RELATED PROJECTS 
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Project Release Status Report 

General Information 
PROJECTMAN4GER CURRENT PROJECT PH.ue 

Report Information 

Status Changes from Last J 
Report 

Assumptions q 

Schedule Information 
Original New Est. Actual 

High-Level Phase Complete Complete Complete 
Deliverable Date Date Date Explanation 

Budget Information 

Project Tracking 
Element 

YTD YTD Actual YTD Diff. % Diff. Explanation 
Budget 

Deliverable information 
COMPLETE0 OELIVERABLES 

Docket No. 2000-465 
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Work Breakdown Structure Template t !. 

(several meetings) Id ( l/12/98 

I 3d 1 l/22/98 ( 

I Id 1 l/26/98 

22 Develop Migration Plan Old to New (60-90 days) 
I I I1”d , 

,Freen Old Cnrlal 
Id l/28/98 1 l/26/98 1 19 1 All 

CIIYIIII ~“L-VVTI 
Develop Post Implementation Audit Report 
erform Training 
Devn,nn TrAninn Plan 

I Id 1 l/28/98 1 

I 
Id 1 l/29/98 1 
8d 1 l/20/98 1 
“2 I a,nnl^^ I 
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ID 
Week of Jan 4 

1 
3 

WeekofJan 11 
4 
6 

21 
9 

Week of Jan 18 
IO 
11 
13 
26 
14 
27 
16 
17 

Week of Jan 25 
18 
19 
22 
23 
24 
28 

Task Name 

To Do List by  Resource as of 2/10/98 

Obtain Executive Commitment Id 
Gather/Analyze Existing Documentation Id 

Meet to Baseline Requirements (several mtgs) 
Produce Baseline Requirements Document 
Develop Recovery Plan (Sack-Out) 
Meet to Understand Updated Requirements 
Document 

Analyze/Finalize Updated Requirements Dot 
Perform CodinglConstructlon (design, code) 
Create Test PlanS 
Develoo Trainino Plan 
Perk& Interna~Tests (systems, Integration) 
Develop Training Package 
Perform Network Validatron Testing (NVT) 
Perform End to End Testing 

Perform StressNolume Id 1,26,98 l/26/96 17 
Make Go/No Go Decision Id l/27,96 l/27/98 18 
Develop Migration Plan Old to New Id l/28/98 l/28/98 19 
Perform Cut-Over Id l/28,98 l/26/98 19 
Develop Post Implementation Audit Report Id l/29/98 1,29,98 23 
Train Users Id l/29,98 l/29/98 23 

Id l/12/98 1,12/98 3 
Id l/l 3/96 1/13/98 4 
Id 1,15/98 l/15/98 23FS-lOd 
Id l/16/98 l/16/98 8 

Id l/19,98 l/19/98 9 
Id l/20/98 l/20,98 IO 
Id 1,20/98 l/20/96 Ill 
Id l/20,98 1,20,98 10 
Id l/21/98 1,21,!36 13,ll 
Id l/21/98 l/21/98 26 
Id l/22,96 1/22/g* 14 
Id 1123,983 l/23/98 16 

start 

l/9/98 
1,9,96 

Finish Predecessors 

l/9,98 
l/9,98 
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To Do List by Dates as of 2/10/98 ,A, 
:~, 

ID Task Name 
1 Obtain Executive Commitment 
3 Gather/Analyze Existing Documentation 
4 Meet to Baseline Requirements (several mtgs) 
5 Produce Saaeline Reqwements Document 
7 Analyze Requirements Document 
8 Distribute Updated Reqwements Document 

21 Develop Recovely Plan (Back-out, 
9 Meet to Understand Updated Requrements 

Doc”me”t 
10 Analyze/Finalize Updated Requirements DOC 
11 Perform CodmglConstructlon (design, code) 
13 create Test Plans 
26 Develop Training Plan 

Duration start 
Id 1/9,98 
Id l/9/98 
Id 1/12/98 
Id l/13/98 
Id l/14,98 
Id 1115196 
Id 1/15,98 
Id l/16/98 

Id 
Id 
Id 
Id 

l/19/98 1/19,98 
l/20/98 l/20,98 
1120198 1/20198 
l/20/98 1,20,98 

Finish 
1/9,98 
l/9,98 
1,12/98 
1/13/98 
l/14/98 
1115198 
i/15/98 
l/16/98 

3 
4 
5 
7 
23FS-10d 
8 

9 
10 
10 
10 

i 
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Project Team Roster 

I I 

Guideline: Use this roster format as guidance, expanding or condensing as necessary. 
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High-Level Risk Assessment ,‘- 
(, 

1nstmctions:Put a check in the column that provides the best answer. Use the attached sheets for an 
explanation of each item. After all items have been evaluated, provide an overall risk assessment based on the 
individual responses. 

Risk Category 
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hidelines 
Strategic 
Importance 

Assess the strategic importance of the project. How essential is it to the Planned 
corporate objectives or to the maintenance of current operations? The less essential the 
project, the greater the risk that it will not receive sufficient support and attention. 

Low Risk: The project has substantial strategic importance; it has either been mentionec 
directly as a major initiative or directly supports a major initiative. 

Moderate Risk:Faihre to complete the project would jeopardize the achievement of 
major initiatives. Project sponsors would designate the project as “necessary.” 

HighRiskThe project does not directly relate to any major strategic initiatives. Project 
sponsors would desirnate the moiect as “nice to have.” 

Management 
support 

Determine the extent to which management throughout the company actively supports 
the project. Management support is essential if the project is to be effectively carried out. 
Management provides the resources by which the project is accomplished. 

Low Risk Management in all organizations that will participate in the project actively 
supports the project initiative and willingly commits resources to the effort. 

Moderate RiskProject sponsor provides strong support and establishes momentum 
among other managers who control IBSOUTC~S. 

High RiskProject sponsor is not strongly interested; no significant management 
attention or interest from any side. 

Budget 
Availability 

Evaluate the availability of funding to support the project. Determine whether funding 
wiU be available in the time frame necessary to carry out the work. Ensure funding is 
available for all resources-people, suppliers, material, computer time, and so on. 

Low Risk.Funding has been identified for the project, matching the time frame in which 
funds are required. 

ModerateRiskFunding has not been identified specifically for the project; however, 
funding is available within established budgets and management has approved its use. 

High Risk:Funding has not been identified for the project, and funds are tight or 
unavailable within existing budgets. 

ReSOllrCe 
Availability 

People are the most critical resource for the project. Evaluate the availability of human 
IBSOUTC~S, assessing not only whether the required number of people are available but 
whether the right types of skills and experience levels are also available. 

Low Risk A project team has already been identified with the requisite skills; team 
members have been committed to the effort. 

ModerufeRisk:Project team members have not been identified specifically. Most skills 
are thought to be readily available within the company. 

High Risk Project team members have not been identified. Resources are SCBTCB, and 
obtaining the necessary skills will be difficult in the required time frame. 

Project Manager The availability of a qualified project manager will increase the chances of project 
Availability success. Assess whether a project manager is available and will be assigned to the 

project. 

Low Risk: A project manager has already been identified for the project and is available 
in the required time frame. 

ModemfeRiskzA project manager has not been specifically identified, but qualified 
project managers are available. 

Higk Risk:No qualified project manager is available to assume responsibility for the 
project. 

I 
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rime Frame Assess the time frame in which the project is required. Tighter time tiames increase 
overall project risk. There should be sufficient t ime to plan the project thoroughly and to 
accomplish all project tasks. 

Low Risk There is sufficient l ime available for project planning and project execution, 
including provision for a reasonable amount of slack thne to accommodate unforeseen 
delays. 

Moderate Ri.k.There is sufficient t ime for project planning and project execution, 
assuming an optimized schedule with an aggressive critical path. 

:larity of and 
4greement on 
‘reject 
lbjectives 

High Risk: Even with the most aggressive scheduling, the project t ime frame is 
unrealistic. Deadlines will possibly result in cutting corners to meet the schedule. 

Assess the degree to which project objectives have been defined clearly. If the objectives 
are not clear, it is unli!xely that the project wilJ be carried out successfully. Also 
important is the extent to which the project objectives have been communicated and 
bought into by the company’s organizational elements that will contribute to or support 
the project. 

LowRiskProject objectives are clearly defined, have been communicated throughout 
relevant organizations, and have been agreed to. 

M~dernfeRiskProject objectives have been generally defined, and there is general 
agreement with them. There is no detailed description of the objectives, however. 

H&b Riskl’roject objectives have not been defined, or there is substantial disagreement 
with them among the organizations. 

‘articipation in Determine whether the project has already been defined or if the project manager and 
‘reject project team will be allowed to participate in the project definition. Projects that are 
kfinition defined and handed to the project team are generally more difficult to complete than 

projects in which the project team participates in the project definition process. 

Low Risk:llme is no current project definition; the project team will be a key player in 
the project defimtion process. 

ModemfeRisk:There is a current project definition; however, the project team will have 
an opportunity to review and revise that definition during the planning process. 

H:@ Risk’& project definition is already established; the project team will have no 
opportunity to revise it. 

:ustomer 
nterest and 
nvolvement 

Evaluate the level of interest in the project on the part of the projecYs ultimate customer. 
Will the customer materially participate in the projecYs implementation? Customer 
interest and involvement IS an important element in ensuring the project is completed as 
planned. 

LOW Risk The customer is actively interested in the project, has assigned a point of 
contact, and intends to participate in key project activities. 

Moderate RiskThe customer is interested in the project and intends to participate in 
some project activities. 

High RiskThe customer expresses little or no interest in the project and has no interest 
in participating in project activities. 

i’.‘ \ 
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User 
Involvement 

Technical 
Complexity 

Technology 
Maturity 

Relevant 
Experience 

Supplied Involving suppliers or contractors in the project can increase the risk, especially if the 
contractor company has not worked with those organizations before. Determine the extent and 
Involvement anticipated difficulty of supplier mvolvement. 

Determine the extent to which users will be involved in the project. User participation 
can enhance the design and development processes and can streamline the project 
validation process. 

Low RiskUsers will definitely be involved with the project. A  user team has been 
identified, and provisions have been made to provide adequate user participation. 

ModPmtpRisk;Users will likely be involved with the project; however, no specific plan! 
have been made for their participation. 

Hz~kRiskUsers are unavailable to uarticivate in the uroiect. 

The level of technical complexity is a direct contributor to overall project risk. Assess the 
complexity of the project with regard to the project’s size, the type of system to be 
developed, the number of organizations that will participate, and the difficulty of the 
task. 

Low Riskl3he project is technically straightforward. The system is limited to a specific 
application with little c~osscwer or interface with other systems and applicahons. 

ModerczteRi.CIlw project presenb a technical challenge. The requirement is difficult 
to solve, 07 the system will perform multiple functions in concert with other systems. 

HighRisHlx project is extremely difficult technically. There are substantial 
integration requirement.5 with other systems. 

Mature technology is easier to work with than emerging technology. Assess the level of 
maturity of the technology to be used in the system. Does the technology currently exist? 
Has it been proven in other applications? Will the technology be developed during the 
course of the project? 

LowRisk;‘Virhmlly aU the technology to be used on the project has been used in other, 
proven applications. 

ModerneRiskMost technology has been used in other applications. There will be 
some technology development during the project but that will be limited to specific 
functions and areas. 

High Risk Most project technology will be developed during the project and must be 
proven during the validation and testing process. 

Organizations that have experience with similar projects can complete projects with less 
risk than organizations doing a project for the first time. Determine whether the 
company has experience with projects that relate to or are similar to the contemplated 
project. 

LOW RiskThe company has substantial experience with related or similar projects and 
can apply that experience to the current project. 

ModerateRisk.The company has some experience with related projects. 

HighRiskThis is the first project of this type that the conwany has undertaken. 

Low Risk: Either few or no suppliers will be mvolved, 01 all suppliers have worked with 
BST on previous projects. 

ModenzfeRisk:Some suppliers will be involved; most will have worked with the 
company on previous projects. 

Higlr RiskrMany suppliers will be involved. A  significant number will not have worked 
with the company on previous proiects. 
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Major Obstacles Assess any other major obstacles that may exist. Identify the obstacles and whether it 
appears that they may be overcome. 

Low Risk’ Few major obstacles exist; for those that exist, there are clear solutions. 

ModerafeRiskSane major obstacles exist; there are clear solutions for most of them. 

High Risk A significant number of major obstacles exist for which there are no clear 
SOlUti0llS. 

/’ 
f 
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Risk Event Assessment and Planning 
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Strategy Description 
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Scope Change Request and Evaluation 

Document Preparation Information 
PROECT N&ME-RELEASE NUMBER PREPAREDBY,PRINT) 
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Scope Change Request Log (,’ , 

Document Preparation Information 
PAOJECT NAME RELEASE NUMBER PREPARE0 BY PRINT) SIGNATVRE OATE PREPARED 

General Information 
CUSTOMER 

Log Information 

Change 
Request Priority Date Date Date cost Schedule 
Number H M L Change Name Assigned To Opened Approved Closed Impact Impact 

(Description) 
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Project Issues Log 

Document Preparation Information 
PRNECTN4ME.REL~SENUMBER PREPAREDrJ”,PRINT, 
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BST Maintenance/Defect Notification Document ,,, __ 
f : 

Document Preparation Information 
PREPAREDBY,PRINT) SGNATURE 

Maintenance Notification 
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BELLSOUTH DEFECT NOTIFICATION (SAMPLE) 

PREPARED BY: 

CHANGE REQUEST ID: 

DATE PREPARED: 

DATE IDENTIFIED: 

DEFECT TYPE: 0 DOCUMENTATION 0 ELECTRONIC lNTERFACE 0 MANUAL 

INTERFACES IMPACIZD: 

PREORDERING: q LENS 17 TAG 0 CSOTS 

ORDERING: q ED1 0 LENS 0 TAG q LNP 

MAINTENANCE: fl TAFI q JWTALOCAL 

DOCUMENTATION LMPACIXD: [7 YES [7 NO 

EXPLANATION OF DEFECT: 

WORKAROUND: 

RESOLUTION: 

Docket No. 2000-465 
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Preliminary Priority List ii 

Company Name: 

CCCM: 

Date Submitted: 

Change Review Meeting Date: 

Check Interfaces Used: 0 TAG q EGTA 
0 TAFl 0 CSOTS 

If YOU do not use an interface, do not rate the rawest. 

0 Manual 

Rate request on a scale of 1 to N, with N being the greatest. Rate by Category for each interface your company uses. 

Pending Change Requests to be Prioritized 
category 

Pre-Ordering 

Rating Interface Change Request Log # 

I 
I I 
I I 1 

I I I I I 
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Monthly Status Meeting Agenda Template 

Opening .,,,,...._,,_.....,.............,,....,..............,.,......,.....................,..............................~..... 5 Minutes 
FaciIitalor/BellSorrth opens meeting. 

Regulatory Issues _.,...._...,...__._................,.................................................................. 10 Minutes 
Review any issues that could impact Change Request(s) prioritization. This may include FCC rulings, PSC 
rulings or Industry Changes. 

Change Request Status: 
New 
Pending 
Scheduled 
Implemented 
Canceled 
Defects 

40 Minutes 

Review status of all change requests 

Release Management & Implementation Status . .._._..._.__................,,,......,......,..................... 15 Minutes 
Review ~,af,,~ ofscheduled Releases. 

Issues/Action Items _,,,.__.._...__._.,,....................,.....................,,.......,.................................. 15 Minutes 
Recap any issues and action items surficed during the meeting. Each item is assigned an owner and a follow-up 
date. 

Adjourn.. ,_. ._. ., ,. ._._, .__. ._, ,_. ._...,.. ._. ,, ..__._.._._. ,.._.__, ,..__._, ._. ._, .__. .._..__.._._. ..____._. ,.. ._. .., ._. .5 Minutes 
Faciliraror/BellSour reviews next steps. 
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Change Review Meeting Agenda Template i,, 

Opening ,.,,.,_._.._._._,,,,.,,.........,..,.........................,........................................................... 10 Minutes 
Facilitator/BellSorrth opens meeting. 

Change Request Log Status .._._...................................................................................... 30 Minutes 
Change Requests fo be reviewed will have a sfafw of “P”for Pending and willfollow the ptocessflow as 
outlined in Part 2 - Detailed Process Flow. 

Regulatory Issues ..__.................... i . .._._.._......................................................................... 30 Minutes 
Review any issues that could impact Change Requesr(s)prioritization. This may include FCC rulings, PSC 
rulings or Industry Changes. 

Release Management & Implementation Status . . .._._._............................................................. 30 Minutes 
Review status ofschedllledReieases. 

Recycled Change Request(s) .._..........._.......................................................................... 30 Minutes 
Determinepriority disposirion of Change Request(s) that are on the Candidate Request List, but have not been 
scheduledfor a target release. 

Presentation of Change Requests _.,,......_.._.__..........,............................................... 20 Minutes/Request 
Thepresentation of each Change Request is limited to 20 minutes. The initiator of the request is nlloweda 
maximum offive minutes ofpresentation timefollowed by a question and answer session not to exceed 15 
minutes. Change Requests will bepresented andprioritized by Interface. 

Develop Candidate Change Request List . . .._.._........___..............................................,.........,.. 60 Minutes 
Participating companies will vote on the/inalpriorifizafion of the Change Requests as indicated in rhe Change 
Review Section of the Change Control Process Document. Change Requests to be submittedfor siri,lg and 
sequencing will be placed on the Candidate Change Request Lisf along with the “Need-by-Date”. 

Present Outputs . . . . . . . .._.._.................................................................................................. 10 Minutes 
Re-cap offinalpriorilization and Change Requests submitted to the Candidate Change Request List. 

Issues/Action Items _......,,..._...._._,,............,.........,.,.................,.........,....,......,......,....,,...... 15 Minutes 
Recap any issues and action items surfaced during the meeting. Each item is assigned an owner and afollow-up 
date. 

Adjourn . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 5 Minutes 
Facilirator/BellSorrfh reviews nextsteps. 

Attachment C-5 
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@  SELLSOUTH 

RF~l814 ml11 

Change Control Process 
User Registration Form 

Date I I 

Company 
Name 

CCCM Assigned Phone- 

CCCM Alternate Alt Phone 

CCM l&nail Address Fax 

CCM Email Alternate Alt Fax 

Please indicate participation type: q CLEC q Service Provider * 
* If Service Provider, please attach Letter of Authorization (LOA) from CLEC you will be representing 

To receive Change Control correspondence, as well as system outages and defect notifications, you must subscribe to the 
BellSouth List Manager. To subscribe to the list manager, the CLEC should send an email to: 

List.Manaeer@Jb.bridee.bellsouth.com 

With the SubJect Line: SUBSCRIBE CCP 

It is not necessary to include a message with the email being sent, as the system will automatically subscnhe the participant 
by using the sender’s email address. 

Interfaces Currently Used: u Prc-Ordering 

: 4E 
0 CSOTS 

u Ordering 

0 CD1 

Comments 

Form Completed By 
(Signature) 

Minimum requirements to participate in the Change Control Process: Word 6.0 and Excel 5.0 or greater, Internet E-mail 
address, Web access 

Attachment C-6 
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SOUTH 
RF-1874 2m I 

Change Control Process f 
User Registration Form 

RETURN TO: BCCM 
FAX 205-321-5160 

OR Valerie Cottingham 
Sth Floor 
600 No. 19” Street 
Birmingham, AL 35203 

c 

Attachment C-6 
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@BELLSOUTH Change Control Process 
CR LOG Legend 

CR LOG # Log number assigned to each change request. 

status 

Type 

Title 
step 1 
Date Sent/Date Received 

Status of change request: N=New (being reviewed for acceptance) 
P=Pending (accepted-to be prioritized), PC=Pending Claritication, 
S=Schcdulcd for a Release, I=lmplcmcnted in a Release, 
C=Canceled Request, V=Validated Defect, W=Workaround 
Identified, CRC=Change Review Complete, RC=Candidatc Request 
for a Release 
Type of CR: Type l=Rcgulatory, Type 3=Industry Standard, 
4=BST Initiated, 5=CLEC Initiated, 6=CLEC Impacting Defect 
Title ofchange Request 
Date CR was sent/received by Change Control 

,; .“,. ,:- / _” ,.:T,;:I.- ,: r.~~~~~~~~.~~-~~~~,4= :;--. : ,..“‘I y“. _ .- ;.-,-.3 z .- “-) _’ _ 

step 2 Target date for the Change Control Team to open CR and validate 
Open & Validate CR (Target Date) for completeness. Interval is 2-3 business days from date received 

(for Types 2-5). Interval is I business day for Type 6 (defects). 
. Types 2-5 (target is 3 bus days) During this step, a CR Log # is assigned, acknowledgment 
. Type 6 (target is 1 bus day) notification is sent to originator, CR is reviewed for mandatory 

fields and completeness. 

Clarification Date Sent (if needed) 

Date clarification was sent to originator of CR, Clarification times 
would be in addition to cycle time. 

Date clarification response was received from origin ator. 

Claritication Response Rec’d Date Actual date CR was opened and validated by Change Control 
Team. 

Open & Validate CR (Actual Date) - .- ;-. “2 s2 ,: :, , ., --- ^ .,‘I‘ ,r - ̂  ,;.: 

step 3 For Types 2-5, target date to review CR and determine status (20 
Review CR for Acceptance (Target Date) bus day interval). CR rawwed for impacted areas. Status codes 

include: Pending, Pending Clarification or Canceled. 
. Types 2-5 (target is 20 bus days) 
. Type 6 (target is 3 bus days for internal For Type 6. status codes include: Pending, Pending Clarification, 

validation, an additional 4 bus days to Validated Defect, Workaround Identified or Canceled. 
develop workaround if, applicable) 

Date clarification notification v&x sent to originator of CR. 
Clarification times would be in addition fo cycle time. 

Clarification Sent Date (if needed) 
Date clarification response was received from originator. 

Clarification Response R&d Date 

Attachment C-l 

Actual date CR was accepted or results provided to originator for 
review/discussion. 

Date CRwas canceled and notification provided to 
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@ SOUTH 
7100 

Change Control Process (’ ’ 
CR LOG Legend 

Review CR for Acceptance (Actual Date) 
NOTE: the originator at any step in the process can cancel a CR. 

5-l business days prior to CRM date 

Target date for the Change Control Team to prepare for the Change 
Review Meeting (prioritization meeting). Target date is to provide 
CLEC community with updated Change Request Log and meeting 
details 5-7 business days prior to CRM meeting. 

Actual date CRM details were provided to CLEC conxnumty. 

Prepare for CRM (Actual Date) 
,i- ^ - “. 8 -s ..-__ :-?^‘r-, ‘sir; ; $ -& ” . -- 1 .: _ ^ , 

step 5 Actual date ofchange Review Meeting. 
CR Meeting Date (Actual) 

-_ -_ 

step 6 Target date for Change Control Team to provide the meeting 
Dot Chg Rev Mtg Results (Target) minutes from the Change Review Meeting to CLEC community (2 

. 2 business days bus day interval). 

Doe Chg Rev Mtg Results (Actual) 

._ 

step 7 
Internal Change Mgmt Process (Target Date) 

l 30 business days 

Actual date meeting minutes were distributed to CLEC community 
from Change Review Meeting. 

Target date for CLEWBST to perform analysis, impact, sizing and 
estimating activities for the Candidate Change Requests that were 
prioritzed in the Change Review meeting. Target interval is 30 
business days. 

Internal Change Mgmt Process (Actual Date) 

‘.i _ ‘.<~: -_. 

Step 8 
RPM (Actual Date) 

step 9 
Rel Pkg Notify (Target Date) 

. 2 business days 

Actual date that CLECs/BST complete the Internal Change 
Management Process of analysis, impact, sizmg and estimating 
activities for Candidate Change Requests. 
._ -/ 

Actual date of Release Package Meeting where Change Control 
Team presents the proposed scope for the next major release. 

Target date for Change Control to develop and distribute Release 
Package Notification via web (target of 2 bus days). 

Actual date release package notification was posted to web. I 
Rel Pkg Notify (Actual Date) 

.J.. ’ 

step 10 
Rel Imp (Actnal Date) 

Soft Rel Notif (Target Date) 
. 30 calendar days prior to release 

Attachment C-7 

Actual date of the Release associated wth the CR. 

Target Date for BST posting Release Notification (target IS 30 
calendar days in advance ofreleasc implementation). 
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@ LSOUTH 
710” 

Change Control Process 
CR LOG Legend 

T 
Actual date release notification letter is posted to web 

Soft Rel Notif (Actual Date) 

Dot Changes Notif (Target Date) 
. 30 calendar days prior to reteke 

Dot Changes Notif (Actual Date) 
. 

Dot Updates Only Notif parget Date) 
-. 

. 5 business days prior to documentation 
posting date 

Dot Updates Only Notif (Actual Date) 

Notes 

Target Date for BST posting documentation changes (business 
rules) associated with a release (target is 30 days in advance of 
release implementation). 

Actual Date documentation notification is posted to web. 

. . _.^ .- -- 
Target date for BST oostinr notitication letter for documentation I 
updates (non-system) changes only. Target is 5 business days 
prior to documentation posting date. 

Actual date CLEC notification letter is posted to the web 
announcing the documentation only changes to be posted. 

Area to document additional status information for each CR (i.e., 
date workaround notification is provided, escalations, etc.). 

Attachment C-7 
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BellSouth Telecommunications reserves the right to revise this document for any reason, with concurrence 
of the CLEC/BellSouth Review Board, including but not limited to, conformity with standards 
promulgated by various government or regulatory agencies, utilization of advance in the state of the 
technical arts, or the reflection of changes in the design of any equipment, techniques, or procedures 
described or referred to herein. LIABILITY TO ANYONE ARISING OUT OF USE OR RELIANCE 
UPON ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED, AND NO 
REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, ARE MADE WITH RESPECT 
TO THE ACCURACY OR UTILlTY OF ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN. 

This document is not to be construed as a suggestion to any manufacturer to modify or change any of its 
products, nor does this document represent any commitment by BellSouth Telecommunications to 
purchase any product whether or not it provides the described characteristics. 

This document is not to be construed as a contract. It does not create an obligation on the part of 
BellSouth Telecommunications or the Competitive Local Exchange Carriers to perform any modification, 
change or enhancement of any product or service. 

Nothing contained herein shall be construed as conferring by implication, estoppel or otherwise, any 
license or right under any patent, whether or not the use of any information herein necessarily employs an 
invention of any existing or later issued patent. 

Lwxd: Z/19/2001 
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VERSION CHANGE HISTORY 

This section list changes made  to the basel ine Electronic Interface Change Control Process document  
since the last issue. New versions of this document  may be  obtained via BellSouth’s W e b  site. 

Version Issue Date 

1.0 04/14/9x 

1.2 Z/28/00 

Section Revised Reason for Revision 

Initial issue. 

AI1 The EICCP Documentation has been moditicd to 
incorporate: 

Multiple Change Request Types (CLEC 
Initiated, BST Initiated, Industry Standards, 
Ilc@itory sod System Outages) 

Incorporated manual process 

Defmed cycle times for process intervals and 
notilications 

Defect Notification process 

Escalation Process 

Modified Change Control forms to support 
process changes 

1.3 3/14/00 

A,l i Changed,EICCP I” CCP 

The CCP Doumentauon has heen modif~d to 
itlcoqmate: 

Changed cycle Ume for Types 2-5 Step 3 from 
20 days to 15 days 

I Type 6 Change Request. CLEC Impacting 

: 

Defect 

Inxeeased number of participants at Change 
Review meetings 

Defined Step 4 of the Defect Notification 
process to include communicating the 
workaround to the CLEC community 

Web Site address for Change Control Process 

--..- i.-..--.- . .._ ~_ Notitication regarding the Retirement and -- ~~... 

Jssued: Z/19/2001 i 
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1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

4/12/00 

4/26/00 

Au 

Section I 

Section 8 

Section II 

Introduction of new interfaces 

New status codes for Defect Change Requests 

New status codes: ‘S’ for Scheduled Change 
Requests and ‘I’ for Implemented Change 
Requests (types 2-5 Change Requests) 

Removed t’eference to ED1 Helpdesk. 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 
wti be the fxst point of contact for Type I 
System Outages. 

Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the document. 

The CCP Documentation has been modiiicd to 
inc0rp0rate: 

Type I and 6 Notifications will be 
communicated to CLECs via e-mail and web 
p0hlg 

Step 3 Cycle Time (Types 2-5) changed from 
IS business days to 20 business days 

Verbiage to Step IO (Types 2-5) regarding 
HcllSouth presentmg baseline requirements 

Introduction and Retirement of New Interfaces 
Section 

Dispute Resolution Process 

Testing Environment Secti”” 

Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the document 

Monthly Status Meeting Agenda Template 

RF1870 Change Request Form changes 

Updated CCP web site address 

Updated Escalation Contacts for Types 2-6 

Added detiitions for Accuunt Team and 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 

Added “testing” under process changes 

Clarification provided in “Change Review 

Issued: Z/lY/ZOOl ii 
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- 
7 Sectiou 2 

Section 4 

Part 2 

Section 5 

Section 6 

Section 7 

Section X 

Section I I 

Appendix A 

Appendix C  

Issued: 2/19/2001 

-_--______ 
Participants” description. 

- 

Added statement regarding submittal of 
Change Requests 

ClariIication provided for documentation 
changes for business rules 

Step a-Added email notification 

Step 3.Removed “CanceIIation by BeIISouth” 

Step 3.Clariftcation on reject reasons 

Step 3.Clariiication on intemal validation 
activities 

Step 4.Changed cycle time from 5 to 4 bus 
days for develop workaround 

Added defect impbmcntatiou range 

Changed prioritization from “by interface” to 
“by category” 

Changed timeframe for receiving a Change 
Request prior to a Change Review Meeting 
from 33 to 30 business days 

Modiiied the prioritization voting rules 

Updates to the Introduction and Retitement of 
Interfaces 

Added Type 6 escalation tumat’ound time 

Changed 3’* Level Escalation contacts for 
Types 2-6 

Removed “Cancellation by BellSouth” and 
“Defect CancelIed” deftitions 

Removed ‘Cancellation by BellSouth” from 
Change Request Form attd Checklist 

Added latter of Intent Fo’orm 

Changes to the following forms: Preliminary 
Priority List, CCP User Registration Form. 
Added the foUowing forms: Defect 
Notification Sample, CR Log Legend. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and  CLEC Representatives. 
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2.0 08/23/00 

Appendix D  

All 

COVU 

Section 3 

Section 5 

Section 10 

Section I I-Terms & 
Defmitions 

Appendix A 

All 

Added BellSouth Version@ Policy 

Word changes to provide claritication throughout 
the document. 

Removed “Interim” from cover. 

Updated Type 6 defmition to incorporate new 
defect and expedited feature detinitions. 

Replaced Section 5, Dcfxt Notification 
Process with a “Draft” Defect/Expedite 
Notification Process. 

Reduced the implementation imewal for 
validated defects (High Impact) from 4 30 
business days t” 4 25 business days, best 
ettort. 

Added Internet Web sites for ED1 and TAG 
Testing Guidelines 

Updated defmition for Defect. Added 
definitions for Expedited Feature, High, 
Medium and Low Impacts. 

Mod&d Change Request Forms (RF1 870 and 
RF18721 to include email address for Change 
Control. Also added High, Medium and L& 
Assessment of Impact Levels. 

Referenced the handling of expedites and 
expedite notification where appropriate. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This document establishes the process by which BellSouth Telecommunications (BST) and 
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) will manage requested changes to the BellSouth 
Local Interfaces, the introduction of new interfaces, and provide for the identification and 
resolution of issues related to Change Requests. This process will cover Change Requests that 
affect external users of BellSouth’s Electronic Interface Applications, associated manual process 
improvements, performance or ability to provide service including defect and expedite 
notification. This process shall be referred to as the Change Control Process. 

AIL parties should recognize that deviations from this process might be warranted where 
unanticipated circumstances arise such that strict application of these guidelines may  not 
result in their intended purpose. Furthermore, deviations may  be required due to specific 
regulatory and business requirements. Parties shall provide appropriate web notification 
to the CLECYBST Change Control Team participants prior to deviating from the processes 
established within this document. All parties will comply with all legal and regulatory 
requirements. 

The Change Control Process will cover change requests for the following interfaces and 
associated manual processes that have the potential to impact the interfaces connected to 
BellSouth: 

l Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) 
l Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
l Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) 
l Trouble Administration Facilitation Interface (TAFT) 
l Electronic Communicat ions Trouble Administration (EC-TA) Local 
l CLEC Service Order Tracking System (CSOTS) 

The types of changes that will be handled by this process are as follows: 

. 

. 

Software 
Hardware 
Industry Standards 
Product and Services (i.e., new services available via the in-scope interfaces) 
New or Revised Edits 
Process (i.e., electronic interfaces and manual processes relative to order, pre-order, 
maintenance and testing) 
Regulatory 
Documentation (i.e., business rules for electronic and manual processes relative to order, 
pre-order, maintenance, including User Guides that support OSS systems currently within 
the scope of CCP) 

issued: 2/19/2001 I 
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l Defects 
l Expedited Features 

I 
ccpwork-doc.doc 

The scope of the Change Control Process does not include the following which are handled 
through existing BellSouth processes: 

l BonaFide Requests (BFR) 
l Production Support (i.e. adding new users to existing interfaces, existing users requesting 

first time use of existing BST functionality) 
l Contractual Agreements 
l Collocation 
l Coordination of test agreements will continue to be supported by the Account Team 
l Questions regarding existing documentation should be handled by the Account Team. 

However, if documentation needs to be changed for clarification purposes, a defect 
Change Request should be submitted through Change Control Team. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS: 

l Support the Industry guidelines that impact Electronic Interfaces and manual processes 
relative to order, pre-order, maintenance, and billing as appropriate 

l Ensure continuity of business processes and systems operations 
l Establish process for communicat ing and managing changes 
l Allow for mutual impact assessment and resource planning to manage and schedule changes 
l Capability to prioritize requested changes 

The min imum requirements for participation in the Change Control Process electronically are: 

l Word 6.0 or greater 
l Excel 5.0 or greater 
l Internet E-mail address 
l Web access 

The web site address for the Change Control Process is as follows: 

htto://www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/ 
Select “Local Exchange Carriers” 
Select “Change Control Process” 

Issued: 2/19/2001 8 
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2.0 CHANGE CONTROL ORGANIZATION 
The Change Control organizational structure supports the Change Control Process. Each 
position within the organization has defined roles and responsibilities as outlined in the Change 
Control Process Flow - Section 4 of this document. Identified positions, along with associated 
roles and responsibilities are as follows: 

Change Review Particbants. Representatives from Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 
(CLECs) and BellSouth. This team meets to review, prioritize, and make recommendations for 
Candidate Change Requests. The Candidate Change Requests are used as input to the Internal 
Change Management Processes (refer to process step 7 for Types 2-5 changes). 

CLECs and BellSouth will define points of contact in each of their companies for 
communicating and coordinating change notification. All change requests are made in writing 
(e-mail is preferred). Notifications will be provided via e-mail and posted to the BellSouth web 
site. 

Each company may bring the number of participants necessary to represent their position. If the 
number of participants grows to be unmanageable, CLECs and BellSouth will revisit the issue of 
representation to apply some restrictions. 

BellSouth Change Control Manager (BCCM). The BCCM is responsible for managing the 
Change Control Process and is the main point of contact for Types 2 - 6 changes. This 
individual maintains the integrity of the Change Requests, prepares for and facilitates the 
Change Review Meetings, presents the Pending Change Requests to the BST Internal Change 
Management Process, and ensures that all Notifications are communicated to the appropriate 
parties. 

CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). The CCCM is the CLEC point of contact for 
Change Requests. This individual is responsible for presenting and prioritizing Change 
Requests at the Change Review Meetings. 

Release Management Proiect Team. A team of CLEC and BellSouth Project Managers who 
manage the implementation of scheduled changes and releases. 

Issued: Z/19/2001 9 
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3.0 CHANGE CONTROL DECISION PROCESS 
Change requests will be classified by Type. There are six Types: 

TvDe 1 - Svstem Outage 

A Type 1 change is a BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. If the 
System Outage is not resolved within 20 minutes, a notification will be provided via e-mail and 
posted to the web within one hour. Either BellSouth or a CLEC may initiate the change request. 
Type 1 system outages will be processed on an expedited basis. All Type 1 System Outages will 
be reported to the Electronic Communicat ions Support (ECS) Help Desk. A Type 1 System 
Outage is a condition where the CLEC Pre-Orders/Orders/Queries/Maintenance Requests cannot 
be submitted or will not be accepted by BellSouth. 

Tvpe 2 - Regulatorv Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems mandated by regulatory or legal entities, such as the Federal Communicat ions 
Commission (FCC), a state commission/authority, or state and federal courts are Type 2 
changes. Regulatory changes are not voluntary but are requisite to comply with newly passed 
legislation, regulatory requirements, or court rulings. While timely compliance is required, the 
systems requirements and methodology to achieve compliance are usually discretionary and 
within the scope of change management. Either BellSouth or a CLEC may initiate the change 
request. Type 2 changes may  be managed using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in 
Section 4, Part 3. 

Tvae 3 - Industrv Standard Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems required to bring these interfaces in line with newly agreed upon 
telecommunications industty guidelines are Type 3 changes. Either BellSouth or a CLEC may 
initiate the change request. Type 3 changes may  be managed using the Expedited Feature 
Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

I 
Tvee 4 - BellSouth Initiated Change. 

Any non-Type I change affecting the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s 
operational support systems which BellSouth desires to implement on its own accord. These 
changes might involve system enhancements, manual and/or business processes. These type 
changes might also include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests 
that can be submitted and accepted, but may  require clarification. This classification does not 

Issued: 2/19/2001 10 
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include changes imposed upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which 
are Type 2 Changes) or standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Type 4 changes 
may  be managed using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

TvDe 5 - CLEC Initiated Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change affecting interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems which the CLEC requests BellSouth to implement is a Type 5 change. These 
changes might involve system enhancements, manual and/or business processes. These type 
changes might also include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests 
that can be submitted and accepted, but may  require clarification. This classification does not 
include changes imposed upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which 
are Type 2 Changes) or standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Type 5 changes 
may  be managed using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

I 
Tvae 6- CLEC Impacting Defects 

A Type 6 defect request is any non-Type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in 
production versions of an application interface. These problems are where the interface is not 
working in accordance to the BellSouth baseline business user requirements or the business rules 
that BellSouth has published or otherwise provided to the CLECs. 

In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and the CLECs, results in 
inoperable functionality, even though software business user requirements and business rules 
match: this will be addressed as a defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and 
may  include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. 

Type 6 validated defects may  not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed 
in Section 4, Part 3. 

Defect Change Requests will have three (3) Impact Levels: 

l High Impact - The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no 
electronic workaround solution exists. 

l Medium Impact - The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a 
workaround solution does exist. 

l Low Impact - The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 
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The CLEC and/or BellSouth may  initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between the 
CLECs and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also include 
issues for Pre-Orders, Order, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be submitted and 
accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification. I 
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Figure 3-I shows the top-level process that will be used to evaluate Change Requests. The 
BellSouth Account Team(s) will handle BFR requests and production support issues. 
Enhancements, defects and expedited features will be handled through the Change Control 
Process. 

Figure 3-1. Change Control Decision Process 
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4.0 CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS FLOW 
The following three sub-sections describe the process flows for typical Type 1  through Type 5  changes, 
including Expedited Features. Each sub-section will describe the cycle times for an  activity and  document  
accountability, sub-process activities, inputs and  outputs for each step in the process. Section 5  of this 
document  describes the process flow for Type 6  changes. Based on  the categorization of the request, the 
following diagram will help guide a  CLEC or BellSouth representative to the appropriate process flow 
based on  Change Control Request Type: 

Figure 4-1. Change Control Process Flow 
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Figure 4-2 provides the process flow for resolving a typical Type 1 - System Outage. The 
Electronic Communicat ions Support (ECS) Group will work with the CLEC community to 
resolve and communicate information about system outages in a timely manner - actual cycle 
t imes are documented in table 4-1 and the sub-process steps. The ECS Helpdesk number is 888. 
462-8030. 

Figure: 4-2. Type 1 Process Flow 
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Table 4-l describes the cycle t imes for each process step that is outlined in the Type 1 - System 
Outage Process Flow. These cycle t imes represent typical t imeframes for completing the 
documented step and producing the desired output for the step. In sub-process step 2 “Initial 
Notification” timeframe for completing this step does not begin until after the outage has been 
reported. The sub-process steps 3 “Status Notification” and 4 “Resolution Notification” are 
iterative steps. Iterative steps will be performed one or more times until the exit criteria for that 
process are met. If resolution is not reached within 20 minutes, BellSouth will provide the initial 
notification to the CLEC community via e-mail and post outage information on the web. 

Table 4-1. Type 1 Cycle Times 

s ,>I 1  , ;f$ 2 3 ( 4 5 \_‘(_ 6 

,:” ~:~ $& 

Pr&ss j Ide”tifJ;‘lssue Initial Notification Status Resolution Final Escalation 
Description Notification NOtitl~tiOn Resolution 

Notification 

Cycle Time N/A I hour 2 4 hours 24 hours <3 days > 3 days 

E-mail &  BST Website System Outage 
will be posted if outage Escalation 

exceeds 20 minues (Iterative) (Iterative) PIOCCSS 

Note: The Escalation Process may be used at any time within Steps 3-6 if cycle times are not met and/or 
responses are not acceptable. 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, the inputs/outputs and the cycle 
time of each sub-process in the Type 1 Process Flow. This process will be used to capture and 
communicate system outage information, status notification(s), resolution and notification(s), 
and final resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless 
otherwise indicated. 

Table 4-2. Type 1 Detail Process Flow 

ste 

7 

Accountabilit ‘: Inputs and  Cycle T ime 

P Y 

Sub-amesses j' 
Actiskes .* outputs I 

1  CCCM IDENTIFY ISSUE: INPUTS - 
I. Internally determine if outage exists l Issue Characteristics 

with BellSouth Electronic Interface. 
N/A 

ECS l Call to ECS Helpdesk 
(The CLEC should perform internal 
outage resolution activities to 
determine if the potential problem 
involves the B&South Electronic OUTPUTS: 
Interface). . Recorded Outage 

2. Call the BST Electronic 
Communications Support (ECS) help 
desk at 888-462-8030. 

3. ECS and individual CLEC will 
determine if the problem is likely to 
have no impact on the industry. If 
there is no impact, the outage will be 
worked on a bilateral basis. 

4. ECS will provide the CLEC with a 
trouble ticket number, if requested, 
to record and track the outage. 

2 INlTIAL NOTIFICATION: INPUTS. - 1 Hour 
I. ECS will post to the Web a” Initial l Recorded Outage 

ECS 
Industry Notification that a BellSouth 
Electronic Interface outage has been OUTPUTS: If System 

identified. A” e-mail to the CLECs . Industry Notification @Itage is not 
participating in Change Control will posted on Web resolved 
also be distributed. The system . E-mail to CLECs within 20 
ticket number of the outage will be participating in Change 
included in the web posting and the Control 

minutes, a 

email notification. notification 

2. The CLEC initiating the Type I will be sent to 
System Outage will need to be CLECs via e- 
available for communications on an 
as needed basis. 

mail and 
. 
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ste 

I1 

Accoun~bil it Sub-mwcesses i Inputs and  Cycle T ime 

P Y Activities outputs I 
3. ECS will continue to work towards 

the resolution of the problem 
posted to the 

4. If outage is resolved, this notice is 
web. 

the first and final notification. The 
process for the item has ended. 
Outage Information will be reported 
in the monthly status meeting by the 
BCCM. 

3 STATUS NOTIFICATION: INPUTS. - 
(ITERATIVE) l Industry Notification 

1. If the outage is not resolved, ECS 
2-4 hour 

ECS posted on Web 
will continue to work towards the intervals 

resolution on the problem. 
2. ECS may communicate with the OUTPUTS: 

industry I affected parties. The . Status Notification posted 
following information may be on Web 
discussed: . Resolution information 

l Clarification of outage 
l Current status of resolution 
l Agreement of resolution 

3. If a resolution has not been identified 
continue giving status notifications to 
the industry and continue repeating 
Step 3 “Status Notification” via the 
web. 

4. Proceed to Step 4 “Resolution 
Notification” when a resolution has 
been identified. 

4 

ECS 

RESOLUTION NOTIFICATION: INPUTS. A 
(ITERATIVE) 

I. The resolution notification is posted to 
. S$;tbNOtlfiCBtlOn posted 24 hot,rs 

the Web. . Resolution information after 

CCCM 2. If the item is determined to be a defect, reporting 
the CLEC that initiated the call will OUTPUTS: outage 
submit a “Change Request Form” . Resolution Information 
checking the Type 6 box. posted on Web 

3. If the resolution is not the final . Final Resolution 
resolution the process will loop back Information 
to Step 3 “Status Notification”. 
BellSouth will continue to work 
towards the final resolution. 

4. When the final resolution has been 
created, proceed to Step 5 “Final 
Resolution Notification”. 
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P Y 
Sub-orocesses Inputs and  

Activities Outputs 

Cycle T ime 

I 

5  FINAL RESOLUTION INPUTS. - 
NOTIFICATION: l Final Resokion 

1. The final resolution notification is Information 
< 3 days 

ECS 
posted on the Web. 

OUTPUTS: 
. Final Resolution 

Notification 

6 CCCM ESCALATION INPUTS. 
1. Escalation is appropriate anytime the l information or concern > 3 days 

ECS 
interval exceeds the reconunended relating to a Type 1 
guidelines for notification. Systems Outage (The 

2. Refer t” the Type I -Escalation Escalation 
Process documented in Section 8. OUTPUTS: Process may 

. Documented Escalation be used at 

. Escalation Response any time 

within Steps 

3-6 if cycle 

times are not 

met and/or 

responses are 

not 

acceptable.) 
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Part 2  - Types 2-5 Process Flow 

Figure 4-3 provides the process flow for reviewing, scheduling and implementing a typical Type 
2-5 Change Request. The process diagram applies to Change Requests submitted via the 
Change Control Process. Change Requests should be submitted to the BellSouth Change 
Control Manager using the standard Change Request form template. This template can be 
acquired on the Change Control web page. Change Requests may  be submitted for interfaces 
that are currently being utilized, in the testing phase, or if a Letter of Intent is on file with the 
BCCM. 

Figure 4-3. Change Control Process Flow 
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Based on the process flow outlined above: 

l For the imDlementation of new features or modification of current functionalitv, @inal 
Software Release -requirements and specifications will be provided 3e-x 
calendar days or more in advance of the implementation date. 

l For the implementation of new features or modification of current functionality. Ddraft 
requirements and soecifications for software releases or systems modifications will be 
provided to CLECs 90 calendar days or more in advance of the implementation data. 

l For the imolementation of a new software version. final requirements and suecifications will 
be orovided to CLECs 180 calendar days or more in advance of the implementation date. 

l All additions and changes to any BellSouth Ddocumentation changes that do not imnact 
CLEC software, fefincluding business rules changes, will be provided to CLECs 30 calendar 
days or more in advance of implementation date. 

(12-7-00) CLEC community requested that for the following bullets associated with user 
requirements, suecifications and documentation. reulace “in advance of the release 
imulementation date” with “in advance of the CLEC test date with BST”. 

Draft user requirements for ~&JJ software releases will be provided to CLECs at least 90 
calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

e Final user requiremen& for ~&JJ software releases will be provided to CLECs at least 45 
calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

(12-7-00) CLEC communitv requested that final specifications (ED1 specs and TAG API) for 
software releases (non-TClF) be provided at least 45 calendar davs in advance of CLEC test date 
with BST. 
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(I 2-7-00) CLEC community requested that the notification for a new TCIF man be nrovided at 
least 240 calendar davs in advance of the CLEC test date with BST. Also begin working iointlr 
with them in the development of the User Requirements for a new TGIF man 240 calend‘ar davs 
in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

* Notification for the implementation of a new TClF map will be provided at least 180 
calendar days in advance of the rclcasc implementation dale. BellSouth will begin working 
jointly with the CLECs in the development of the User Rcquircments for a new TGIF map at 
least 180 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

(12-7-00) CLEC community requested draft user requirements for a new TClF man be provided 
at least 180 calendar davs in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

l Draft user rcquircments for the implcmcntation of a new TCIF map will be provided to the 
CLECs at least I20 calendar days in advance of the rclcasc implementation date. 

(12-7-00) CLEC community requested final user requirements for a new TGIF man be orovided 
at least 120 calendar davs in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

(12-7-00) CLEC communitv requested final specifications (ED1 specs and TAG API) for a new 
TCIF map be provided at least 120 calendar davs in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

~Final user requircncnts for the implementation of a new TCIF map will be provided to 
CLECs at least 60 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. To 
accommodate chnngcs that may  be nccessarp as a result of design, construction, and testing 
efforts. BellSouth will distribute til>dates to the user requirements uo to one nionth prior to 
the implementation of the new TGIF map. (Remove “BcllSouth will distrihutc the usei 
requirements at least once a month until one (1) month beyond implementation of the new 
‘I‘CW map.“) 

* (I- 10-01) CLEC communitv requested all documentation changes be nrovided at least 30 
calendar davs in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

* All additions and changes to UellSouth business rule documentation, both system and non- 
system impacting. will be provided to CLECs at least 30 calendar days in advance of the 
release implemcntarion date. 

h-:-Agree to Remove) 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and cycle t imes 
of each sub-process in the Change Control process. This process will be used to develop 
Candidate Change Requests that will be used as input to the Internal Change Management 
Process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Detail Process Flow 

ste 
7  

Accountabilit ‘__ Sub-orocesses Inputs and  Cycle T ime *_< 
P Y ,B .‘: ’ Activities &puts II 

1  CCCM 1DENTIFY NEED INPUTS: N/A 
I. Internally determine need for change . Change Request Form 

BCCM 
request. These change requests might (Attachment A-l) 
involve system enhancements, manual l Change Request Form 
and/or business process changes. Checklist (Attachment A- 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM 14 
should complete the standardized 
Change Request Form according to 
Checklist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
specification documents. (See 
Attachment A-IA, Item 22) 

4. Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth. 

OUTPUTS: 
. Completed Change Request 

Form with related 
documentation 

2 BCCM OPEN CHANGE INPUTS: 
REOUESTNALlDATE CHANGE Completed Change Request 

2-3 Bus Days 
. 

REOUEST FOR COMPLETENESS Form with related 
1. Log Request in Change Request Log. documentation 

Clarification 

2. Send Acknowledgement Notification 
times would 

l Change Request Form 
(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to 

he in addition 
Checklist 

originator. . Change Request 
to cycle time. 

3. Establish request status (‘N’ for New Clarification Response 
Request) 

4. Review change request for mandatory OUTPUTS: 
fields using the Change Request Form . New Change Request 
Checklist. . Acknowledgment 

5. Verify Change Request specifications Notification 
and related information exists. . 

6. Send Clarification Notification via 
Validated Change Request 

email to the originator (Attachment A- 
l Clarification Notification 
. 

4) if needed. 
Industry Notification via e- 

7. Update Change Request Status to “PC” 
mail and web posting 

for Pending Clarification if 
clarification is needed. 

CLEC or BellSooth Originator 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 2000-465 

JMB-RlO 
Page 26 of 81 



Change Control Process CLEC Red Line Version I RellSouth Response 
rsion 2. 
C  

Sk 

P 
C 

3 

Accountabilit 

Y 

ICCM 

Sub-orocesses 

Activities 

corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

ZEVIEW CHANGE REOUEST FOR 
iCCEPTANCE 

Review Change Reauest and related 1 . 
information for content. 
Change Request reviewed for impacted 
areas (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 
Determine status of request: 

l If change already exists-or CLEC 
training issue forward 
Cancellation Notification 
(Attachment A-3) to CCCM or 
BCCM and update status to ‘C 
for Request Canceled or ‘CT’ for 
Training. If Training issue, refer 
to CSM or Account Team. 

l If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is 
no longer needed. 

. If request is accepted, update 
Change Request statns to “p” for 
Pending in Change Request Log. 

VOTE: See Section 11.0 Terms and 
Ietinitions - Change Request Status for 
ialid status codes and descriptions. 

f BellSouth feels that a CLEC initiated 
:hanee reqtwt should not be xxeoted 
xxzwsc of cost. industrv direction or 
because it is believed not technically 
‘easible to imvlement. BellSouth will open 
~1 azenda item on the next monthlv status 
n&in&/call and will urovide a SME on 
hat call to present its case. With inout 
ioom other participating CLECs. and 
,ubsewent to BellSouth’s oresentation, 
3ellSouth and the originatinz CLEC will 
letermine the disposition of the reauest. 
!ellSouth shall consider all possible 
1 tions for accommodatina the reouest. 

ccpwork-d 

/1 

INPUTS. A 
1 New Change Request 
1 Validated Change Request 
1 Clarification Notification (i 

required) 

XJTPUTS. - 
1 Pending Change Request 
1 Clarification Notification (i 

required) 
1 Cancellation Notification (i 

required) 
1 CR statw updated on web 

I 
Ioc 
Cycle T ime 
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ste 
P 

Accountabilit 3 Sub-rwocesses 

Y Activities 

(I-10-01) If BellSooth determinei that a 
CLEC inhiatcd change reqocst should not 
be accepted because of cost. industry 
direction or becoune it is considcrcd not 
iechnicnlly feasible to implc”vxt. 
BcllSoulb will open an agenda item on the 
next monthly statu meeting/c;~ll, and will 
provide a SME on that call to present its 
case. BellSouth shall con&x “ll possible 
options for accommodating the requsst. 

(2-16-01) BellSouth may detecmme that a 
CLEC initiated change reqoest cnnnot be 
acccptcd becaute of cost, industry dirc&r 
or because it is considered “ot technically 
lcasiblc to i”@xvx~r. It’ requested, the 
appl-opriate BellSoudl SME will pnrricipate 
in the MwNhly Status Meciing to address 
the WWXI  for rejection and discus? 
illternatives with the CI.EC comnrunily. 
The SME nut be provided a “linimom 01 
two-week advnncc notice to partapatc i” 
the “~,coming Monthly Stntui Meermg. 

QBli Issues ~02-16-01~ 
All change requests thnt are being actively 
discuswl ia OBF. or are on rhe agenda 10 
be discwsed. will bc defened. If the issw 
16 not ;active and wili “a bc conb~tlered 
wthi” the “eat SLX (6) “m ”ths. 2nd thue IS 
agreement herween BellSmith and atIii&d 
CLECs to proceed prior to an OfiF 
resohmon. BcllSouth will Jetrtmine of It 
can suppo,t the request. 
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ste 
P 

- 
4 

Accountabilit 

Y 

BCCM 

CCCM 

Activities 

(Aga to Remove) 

NOTE: If requested, appropriate SME 
will participate in the Monthly Status 
Meeting to address the reason for 
rejection and discuss alternatives with 
CLEC community. SME must be 
provided a minimum of two-week advance 
notice to wticioate in uocoming Monthly 
Status Meeting.’ (Rem&) 1 . 
PREPARE FOR CHANCE REVIEW 
MEETING 

NOTE: These activities take place to 
prepare for Change review meetings when 
prioritizations take place. 

1. Prepare an agenda. 
2. Make meeting preparations. 
3. Update Change Request Log with 

current status for new and existing 
Change Requests. 

4. Prepare and post Change Request to 
web. 

5. Provide prclimmary size and scope 
infortnation on each pending change 
request to CLECs. 

CCCM 
1. Analyze Pending Change Requests. 
2. Determine priorities for change 

requests and establish 
“Desired/Want” dates. 

3. Create draft Priority List to prepare 
for Change Review meeting. 

12-16-01) I‘he sizing information provided 
with rhc Change Rcyicw klccling pnckogc 
is xpreliminnry estimate of the work 
clfort After priorilizalion. cnch in(crface 
is assessed in depth to detemdne the 
scope ol’ the change izquest. Based on 
this assessment. an adjustment in the 
siLing may be rcquircd. 

Inputs and  

outputs 

NPUTS. - 
Pending Change Request 
Notifications 
Project Release Status 
(step 10) 
Change Request Log 

XJTPUTS. - 
Change Request Log 
CLEC Draft Priority List 
Prelminwy Size and scope 
on each Pending change 
request 

I “C 
Cycle T ime 

-1 Bus Days 
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ste 7 Accountabilit Sub-orocesses Inputs and Cycle Time s I( s 
P Y Activities Outputs I 

SIZING OF WORK EFFORTS: 

LARC;I-, 
* Multiple Systems Dcpendcncics 
. New Functionality 

I\IEDIUM 
. I.imited Systems Dependencies 
. Nrw/Ch:mge Existing 

Fnnctlonality 

u 
. No syskm dependcncics 
. Chnnge Existing Functionality 

CONDUCT CHANGE REVIEW INPUTS. - 
5 BCCM 

1 Bus Day 
MEETING . Change Request Log 

l 

CCCM 
CLEC Draft Priority List 

(or as needed 

Monthlv Status Meetbws based on 
. Desire&Want Dates 
. Impact analysis volume) 

1. Communicate regulatory mandates. . Preliminx) Size and scope 
2. Review status of pending/approved 

Change Requests (including defects 
on each Pending change 

and expedited features) at monthly 
request 

status meeting. OUTPUTS: 
Meeting Day 

3. Review current Release Management . Meeting minutes 
statuses. . 

4. Review issues and action items and 
Updated Change Request 

assizn owners.(Agrcc io Accept) 
Log 

. 
5. Present new chanw reauests 

Candidate Change Request 

submitted since orevious Monthly 
List 

Status Meetin&(Agree to Accept) l 
Issues and Actions Items 
(if required) 

Prioritization Meetines (held auarterly 
in March, June, Seotember and 
December) 

1. Follow Steps 1-3 from Monthly 
Status Meetings. 

2. Initiators present Change Requests. 
3. BellSouth uresents size and SCOD~ of 

each chan!ze reauest and uotential 
release Dacka:e combinations. 

Change Control Process CLEC Red Line Version I BellSouth Response I 
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ste 

7 

Accountabilit: I Sub-orocesses Inputs and  Cycle T ime 

p> y Activities Outputs I 
(I-lo-Oli BellSouth presents the siz 
ilnd scqc of cnch change request. 

(2-16-01) BellSouth preserits the 
preliminnry wx and scope of each 
change request. BcllSouth presents 
the number of mjor releases and 
data targctcd for the next 12 
months. 

4. Discuss Impacts. 
5. Prioritize Change Requests. 
6. Develop final Candidate Requests list 

of Pending Change Requests by 
category, ‘Need by Dates’ and 
prioritized Change Requests. 

7. Update Change Request Log to 
‘CRC’ for Change Review Complete, 
‘RC’ for Candidate Request List, 8s 
appropriate. 

8. Review issues and action items and 
assign owners. 

DOCUMENT CHANGE REVIEW INPUTS. - 
6  BCCM MEETING RESULTS . Change Request Log 2 Bus Days 

I. Prepare and distribute outputs from . Final Candidate Request 
step 5. List 

OUTPUTS: 
. Updated Change Request 

Log 
l Web posting of meeting 

output 
INTERNAL CHANGE INPUTS. - 

7  BCCM MANAGEMENT PROCESS 
1. Both BellSouth and CLECs will 

. Candidate Change Request %=Bus ( 

CCCM 
List with agreed upon 

perform analysis, impact, sizing and ‘Need by Dates’ Days 

estimating activities eftly(Agrce to . Change Request Log 
lemovei-to the Candidate Change 3-4 111mths 
Requests- OUTPUTS. prior t0 each 

BellSouth’s Proposed 
Release Package 

rmjor rclensc. 

Remove) This ensures that . CLEC analvsis.(Agw TO 
~Intcrwl will 

participating parties are. reviewing add) vnry 3s a 
capacity and impacts to schedules result of 
before assigning rwxrces to 
activities. 

design. 

2. Sizina and seauencin: of prioritized 
constructiorl. 
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G  

8 BCCM 

CCCM 

Sub-wocesses 

Activities 

change reaueStS will begin with the 
ton orioritv items and continue down 
throueh the list until the cauncity 
constraints have been reached for 
each future release. i I - I O-O I ) Agree 
to add ‘for the r,cxt rcte:w? - Delete: 
each l’uturc r&ase. 

(2-16-O I) SiLirlg amJ seqwrlcing of 
plioritired change requests will begin 
with the top priority Items and continue 
down through the list until the capacity 
corlstrairlts hwc hccll rcnched. 

-3. All Candidate Chawe Reauests will 
be assigned to BS maw future 
releases as nece~~arv to comolete the 
BFFismletlt PnxxSS. (1-10-01 
BellSollttl Callwx sul,porl) 

(Z-16-0 1) i\l a mir~irnum. n target releilx 
date will be provided for the top five (5) 
charigc seqwsts which could inch& the 
LlCXf and/or future release. 

CONDUCT RELEASE PACKAGE 
MEETING 
1. Prepare agenda. 
2. Make meeting preparations. 
3. Evaluate proposed release 

schedule. 
4. p D  

ccpwork-de 

Inputs and 

OutDuts _ 

INPUTS. - 
. BellSouth’s Proposed 

Release Package t 2-16-O I 
Remove “Two Scenarios”) 

. BellSouth’s Release 
Schedule 

l Change Request Log 
. CLEC nnalvsis@.grcce to 

add) 

OUTPUTS: 
. Approved Release Package 
. Updated Change Request 

Log 
. Meeting Minutes 
. Scheduled Change 

Requests 
.P 

- 
(BellSouth cnllllot support) 

ioc 

Cycle Tim 
,‘,. 

md testiw c 
,fCorts ) 

Bus Day 

m 

a 

,ommunity 

fx&&gt 

WM be held 

,months 

lrior to each 

naior releasr 
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ste 

7 

Accountabilit ,j : Sub-orocesses Inputs and  Cycle T ime 

P Y Activities Outputs 

the last Change Review 14eeting and 
Lq 

incoqx~~tc rankings into the owall . Date. for initial Release 
prioritization list. CLECs. based on Management Project 
group co”se”sI~s. may request re- Meeting for newly 
rnnking of all non-scheduled CR’s,) established releases.(for I 

next new rclcnsc) 
4. (Z-16-01) Non-scheduled change 

rcqocsts will be combined with the 
new pending reqwsts and n-ranked 
quarterly to cnwre n cumnL list of 
priorit& is always a\ailabie. Thrs 
includes any 0C the top 5 items that 
may not be scheduled for n release. 

5. Based on BSTKLEC consensus 
create Approved Release Package& 
and schedules. Durinz this steo if 
suouorted bv consen~w the OL’OUD 
ma” shift scheduled chances among 
filture releases. cancel channes. etc. 
as necesm~ to meet changes in 
bwiness readrements or resout’ce 
nvailabilitv. 
(I-IO-01) Fhsed on DSTiCLEC 
consensus determine \ihich scenario 
~hwltl bc implemented. Create the 
Appl-ovcd Rcleasc Pnckagc and 
schedule. 

(2.1641) Based on BSTKLEC 
conscn~~,s create the Approved 
Release Package. CLECs. based on 
group CO”hC”EUS: may i’eqoesl 
changes to the propowl xope (like 
Cm Kc-sine Ws). BcllSoulh will 
evaluate and detsmtine the impact? of 
the I-eqocstetl changes and rc-prcscnt 
the propowl package to the CLEC 
conmw~ity. 

6. Identify Release Management 
Project Manager, if possible. 

7. Establish date for initial Release 
Management Project Meeting& 
newlv established releases.(for the 
next new relcasc) 

P AI, ChnnnP T)~“n~.t. thnt nrm in A0 
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Sk 

7 

Accountabilit Sub-orocesses Inputs and  Cycle Times 

P Y Activities Outputs I 
approved scheduled release 
&)(Remove) will be changed to “s” 
status for “Scheduled”. 

9 BCCM CREATE RELEASE PACKAGE INPUT.9 - 
NOTIFICATION . 

2 Bus Days 

1. Develop and distribute Release 
Approved Release Package after Release 
&)(Remove) 

Notification Package via web. 
Package Mtg. 

OUTPUTS: 
. Release Package 

Notification 

10 BCCM RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND INPUTS. - 
IMPLEMENTATION . Approved Release 

Ongoing 

(Project 
1. Provide Project Management and Package Notification 

Managers from Implementation of Release (See 

each Release Management @  Appendix OUTPUTS: 

participating B). . Project Release Status 

company) 2. Lead Project Manager communicates . Implementation Date 
Release Management Project status l 

to BCCM for inclusion in Monthly 
Project Plan, Work 
Breakdown Schedule, 

Status Meetings. Risk Assessment, 
3. B&South User Requirementsfor 

software chawes (Agree to accept) 
Executive Summary. etc 

. Draft Specifications and 
will be presented to CLECs. If Reauirements 
needed, changes will be incorporated . 
and requirements re-baselined. 

Final Swcifications and 
Reauirements 

. Documentation Chawes 

. 
. For new features or chaws to 

Implemented Change 

existing functionality, Ddraft 
Request 

Specifications and Reauirements will 
be provided NLT 90 days in advance 

: 
Draft User Requirements 
Final I!scr Reqtkmen~s 

of Implementation. (12-7-00) at least ’ Documentation Changes 

90 days in advance of CLEC Test 
Date with BST. 

l Draft User Reyoircmcnti for * 
soliwarc rclcnsc will bc proxidcd to 
the CLECs nr least 90 calendnr dnyE 
in udvnncc 01 the release 
miplemenration date. 

. For new features or chances to 
existing functionalitv. Wnal 
Soecifications and Requirements will 
be provided NLT %45 days in 
advance of Implementation. (12-7-00) 
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Aecountabilit 
Y 

i Sub-orocesses 
Activities 

At least 45 davs in advance of CLEC 
test date with BST. 

l Firlal User Requirements for n&o~ 
adttwnre releases will be provided to 
the CLl33 at least 45 days in 
adYance of the l-eleaSe 
in~plementation date. 

. (12-7-00) Final soecifications (ED1 
Suecs and TAG API) for software 
releases will be movided to the 
CLECs at least 45 davs in advnnce of 
CLEC test date with BST. 

l For the imolementation of B  new 
software version, final reaoirements 
and soecifications will be txovided to 
CLECs 180 davs or more in advance 
of the imolementation date. 

. (12-7-00) Notification for the 
imulementation of a new TGIF will 
be txovided at least 240 calendar davr 
in advance of the CLEC Test Date 
with BST. BellSouth will begin 
workinn ioiotlv with the CLECs in the 
develooment of the User 
Reauirements for a new TCIF mao at 
least 240 calendar davs in advance of 
the CLEC test date with BST. 

Notificzition for thr implementarion 
of a new ‘IK‘IF map wll be provided 
at least I X0 cnlendar d:iys m  advance 
of the rclcasc inll)lcmcntntior, ciaie. 
BellSouth will begin working joiotl> 
with the C’LECs in the development 
of the User Requirements for a xww 
TGIF map ilt lenst I X0 calendar days 
11, ndrnoce of the relca~c 
implementation date 

ccpworked_dl 

Inputs and 
Outputs 

I iuc 
Cycle Time 
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Accountabilit 

Y  

Sub-vrocesses 

Activities 

the imulementation of a new TCJF 
mao will be txovided to the CLECs 
at least 180 calendar dws in advance 
of the CLEC test date with BST. 

. Ddt user requirements for ths 
implementation of a new TCJF mal’ 
will he lprovided to the CLECs at leas 
120 calendar days it> advaoce of the 
release implementation date. 

l (12-7-00) Final user reouirements ant 
suecifications (ED1 Suecs and TAG 
API) for the imulementation of a new 
TCJF mao will he urovided to CLECs 
at least 120 calendar davs in advance 
of the CLEC test date with BST. 

. Final Jlscr Kcquircmcrlts for the 
implementarion of n new TCJF map 
will he l)rowduJ to CLECs 81 Icast 60 
calend:ir days in advance of tht: 
relcnsc illlplclrlcrltatiorl date. ‘I o 
nccommodnte changes that may be 
necewry as :I result of dcsigo. 
constl uctlon. and testing efforts. 
BcllSouth will distribute ot)dntes to 
the oser requircmentt uo to one 
month rxior to the ilnplcrncntatlori of 
the ww TCJI: mal’. (2-16-01 
J<cmo\c “BellSouth will disirlhute the 
uses wJuircments at least once :I 
month ontil OII~ (1) month hcyood ihr 
implemenr;ltion of the new TCJF 
“lap”) 

4. BellSouth Documentation chances. 
includmn business rule changes wll be 
provided.(Agree to add) 

l All wch changes will be urovided NLT 
30 days in advance of Jmulementation. 
112.7-00) orovide at least 30 calendar 
davs in advance of CLEC test date 
with BST. 

ccpwork-d< 

Inputs and 

Outputs 

I “C 
Cycle Time 

Issued: Z/19/2001 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 

33 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-RlO 

Page 36 of 81 



Change Control Process CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Response I 

Sub-mocesses Inputs and Cycle Time 

Activities outputs I 
system and non-sytem impacting. will 
he lrwidcd to CLECs at leait 30 
calendar clays 111 advnnce of the reklie 
implemcntntion date. 

I 
5. Once a Change Request is 

implemented in a release, the status 
will be changed to “I” for Change 
Implemented. 
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I 

Part 3  - Expedited Feature Process 

An Expedited Feature is the inability for a CLEC to process certain types of LSR’s based on the 
existing functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems (OSS’s) that are in the scope of 
CCP. The change request for an expedite must provide details of the business impact and will fall into 
one of two categories: 

l A submitted defect that has been re-classified as a feature where the CLEClBellSouth has 
determined should be expedited due to impact 

l An ordering enhancement to an existing product or service interface where the 
CLEC/BellSouth has determined should be expedited due to impact 

Re-classified Defects 

When a submitted defect is re-classifed as a feature, the CLEC/BellSouth will be notified by Change 
Control in the defect validation. The CLEC will have the ability to ask BellSouth to expedite the 
reclassified feature by updating the Change request, marking it as an expedite and sending back to 
Change Control. The change request will then follow through the Types 2-5 Expedited feature process 
using agreed upon intervals. 

Ordering-Enhancement to an existing moduct or serviceinterface 

A CLEC/BellSouth will also have the ability to submit a Type 2-5 change request as an expedited 
feature request for an ordering enhancement to an existing product or service interface where the 
functionality does not currently exist in BellSouth’s offered products and services.interfaces. 

For both re-classified defects and enhancements to an existing product or service, the rules 
smTounding the expedited feature request will be: 

l Must be an ordering enhancement to an existing product or service intcrfacc 

l Will follow the Expedited Feature process flow described below which is based on the current 
Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 4-6 which are 
eliminated. 

l CLEUBellSouth will be required to give impacts and the consequences for not implementing 
the feature in the current, next, or & minor release, best effort. I 
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Figure 4.4 provides the process flow for the expedited feature process. 

Figure 4.4 - Process Flow for Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Process 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and cycle t imes of 
each sub-process in the expedited feature process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless 
otherwise indicated. 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Detail Process Flow 

Sk 
P 

1  

2 

Accou$abiIit 

Y 

XCM 

ICCM 

BCCM 

Sub-processes ’ 

Activities 

IDENTIFY NEED 

1. Internally determine need for change 
request. These change requests might 
involve system enhancements, manual 
and/or business process changes. 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM should 
complete the standardized Change 
Request Form according to Checklist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
Attachment A-lA, Item 22. 

4. Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth. 

OPEN CHANGE REOUESTIVALIDATE 
CHANGE REOUEST FOR 
COMPLETENESS 

Log Request in Change Request Log. 
:. Send Acknowledgemenr Notification 

(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to 
originator. 

8. Establish request status (‘N’ for New 
Request) 

. . Review change request for mandatory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist. 

‘. Verify Change Request specifications 
and related information exists. 

1. Send Clarification Notification via email 
to the originator (Attachment A-4) if 
needed. 

‘. Update Change Request Status to “PC” 
for Pending Clarification if clarification 
is needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Originator 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

Inputs and  

Outputs 

INPUTS. - 
l Change Request Form 

(Attachment A-l) 
l Change Request Form 

Checklist (Attachment A- 
IA) 

OUTPUTS: 
l Completed Change Request 

Form with related 
documentation 

INPUTS. - 
. CornDIeted Chanrze Reauest 

Form with related ’ 
documentation 

. Change Request Form 
Checklist 

l Change Request 
Clarification Response 

OUTPUTS: 
. New Change Request 
. Acknowledgment 

Notification 
l Validated Change Request 
l Clarification Notification 
. Industry Notification via e- 

mail and web posting 

Cycle T ime 

l/A 

Bus Day 

‘larification 
mes would 
e in addition 
) cycle time. 
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CLEC Red Line Version I RellSouth Response 

Acco@abilit 

Y 

ICChl 

Sub-orocesses 

Activities 

2. 16-01) HcllSouth nlL,V deter-mne that i, 

ccpwork-docx 

Inputs and 
OutDuts 

Cycle Time 
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P Y Activities outputs I 
CLEC initiated cbnnge request cannot be 
acccptcd bccauhc olco5t. indoW> direction 
or because it is con5itlered not technically 
feasible to inq~leo~ent. If requested, the 
appropr~#e BST SMZ will participate in the 
Monthly Status Meeting to address the reason 
for rejection and discuss alternatives with thr 
CLEC community. ‘I‘hc SMlz tnw be 
provided a minimum of two-week advance 
notice to participntc in the upcoming Monthly 
Status Mecting. 

before assigning rcsowxs to activities. 

Expedited Peaturzs u~ill be implcmentcd in 
the Curat. next release. or I)Oillt minor 
rele<ue. best cl’foil. (01-16-01) 

5 BCCM RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND INPUTS. - 
IMPLEMENTATION . Approved Release Package 

Ongoing 

(Project 1. Provide Project Management and Notification 
I 

Managers from Implementation of Release (See 

each Release Management @  Appendix B). OUTPUTS: 

participating 2. Lead Project Manager communicates l Project Release Status 

company) Release Management Project status to . 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly Status 

Implementation Date 
. I 

Meetings. 
Documentation Changes 

3. BellSouth User Requirements for 
software chances will be txesented to 
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ccpwork-doc.d 

Sub-arocesses 
Activities 

CLECs, if applicable. If needed, 
changes will be incorporated and 
requirements re-baselined. 

inputs and 
output.3 

4. BellSouth Documentation changes, 
including business rules changes will be 
provided. 

5. Once a Change Request is implemented 
in a release, the status will be changed to 
“I” for Change Implemented. 
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5.0 DEFECT PROCESS 

A CLEC/BST identified defect will enter this process through the Change Management Team as a 
Type 6 Change Request. If the defect is validated internally, it will route through this process, and 
notification provided to the CLEC community via e-mail and web posting. 

A Type 6 defect request is any non-type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in production 
versions of an application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in 
accordance to the BellSouth baseline business user requirements or the business rules that BellSouth 
has published or otherwise provided to the CLECs. 

In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and the CLECs, results in inoperable 
functionality, even though software business user requirements and business rules match; this will be 
addressed as a defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and may  
include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. 

Type 6 validated defects may  not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed in 
Section 4, Part 3. 

I 
Defect Change Requests will have three Impact Levels: 

l High Impact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic workaround solution 
exists. 

I 
l Medium Impact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a workaround solution does 
exist. 

l Low Impact 

The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

The CLECs and/or BellSouth may  initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between the 
CLECs and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also include issues 
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for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be submitted and accepted, but 
may  require workarounds or clarifications. 

Figure 5-l provides the process flow for the validation and resolution of a Type 6 Change - CLEC 
Impacting Defects. 

NOTE: The intervals in the boxes above match the intervals in the tables below for High, 
Medium, and Low Impact defect change requests. 

Figure 5-1. Type 6 Process Flow 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and cycle t imes of 
each sub-process in the Type 6 Process Plow. This process will be used to validate defects, provide 
status notification(s), workarounds and final resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the 
table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 5-1. Type 6 Detail Process Flow 

ste 

7 

Accountabilit Sub-processes Inputs and Cycle Time 
p/ 'y _’ Activities outputs I 

1 CCCM IDENTIFY NEED INPUTS. A 
1. Identify Defect. . Type 6 Change Request 

N/A 

2. 
BCCM 

Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
should complete the standardized OUTPUTS: 
Change Request Form indicating that it . Completed Change Request 
is a Type 6. Form (with related 

3. Include description of business need documentation if necessary) 
and details of business impact. 

4. Attach related requirements and 
specification documents. These 
attachments must include the 
following, if appropriate: 
. PON 
l OCN 

l Specific Scenario 
. Interface(s) affected 
l Error message (if applicable) 
. Release or API version (if 

applicable) 
5. Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 

Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth 
Change Management Team. 

2 BCCM OPEN & VALIDATE DEFECT FORM INPUTS. - 
FOR COMPLETENESS Completed Change Request 

4 Hours for . 
Form (with related 

High Impact 

I. Log Defect in Change Request Log. documentation if necessary) 
2. Send Acknowledgment Notification via 

1 Bus Day f. 
1 

email to initiating CLEC. OUTPUTS: Medium and 

3. Establish CR statns (‘N’ for New . New Defect 
Low Impact 

Defect) . 
4. BCCM reviews change request for 

Acknowledgment 
Notification 

(Time to be 

mandatory fields using the Change calculated 
l 

Request Form Checklist. 
Clarification Notification (if from time of 

5. Verify specifications and related 
required) receipt with a 

information exists. 
cutoff t ime of 

6. Send Clarification Notification via 
4:00 PM 

-. j 
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Sk 

7 

Accountabilit Sub-woeesses Inputs and  Cycle Tim 

P Y Activities outputs I 
email to the originator it’needed. Eastern Time 

7. Update CR status to “PC” for Pending 
Clarification if clarification is needed. 

If clarification is needed, CLEC or BST 
originator makes necessary corrections per 
Clarification Notification and submits via 
email Change Request Clarification 
Response. 

3 BCCM 
INTERNAL VALIDATION INPUTS. A 

1. Validate that it is B  defect. New Defect 
I Bus Dav fo 

. 
2. Perform internal defect analysis. 

High awl 

3. Determine status of reauest: OUTPUTS: R4eBiwA 

l If change already exists or CLEC l Validated Defect 
m  

training issue, forward Cancellation . 
Notification to CCCM or BCCM and 

Defect notification to CLEC 7 Bus Days 
community via e-mail and 
web posting 

For High 

Clarification Notification (if 
11npacc 

l 

update status to ‘C’ for Request 
Canceled or ‘CT’ for Training. If 
Training issue, refer to CSM or required) 
Account Team. 

3 Bus Days 
. 

l Send Clarification Notification via 
Cancellation Notification (if Medium and 
required) 

email if needed and update status to 
Low Impact 

‘PC’ for Pending Clarification. 
Status provided for High 
Impact Defects to originator 

. If Change Request Clarification via email within 24 hours. 
Notification not received, validate with 
CLEC that change request is no longer 
needed. 

. If request is valid, update Change 
Request status to ‘V’ for Validated 
Defect and indicate appropriate Impact 
Level. 

0 If CLEC does not agree with the 
validation, the Cl .EC may appeal the 
isuue or escnl;itz. 

. Based on detail analysis, BellSouth 
will reaffirm the impnct level that iu 
stated on the rcqucst 

. If the process is operating as specified 
in the baselined requirements and 
published business rules, the BCCM 
will communicate the results via e-mail 
to the originator to discuss/determine 
the next step(s). 

l If issue is re-classified as a feature 
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ste 

7 

Accountabilit ’ ’ Sub-orocesses Inputs and  Cycle T ima 

P Y Activities outputs I 
change, provide supporting 
information via email to the originator 
for review and feedback. The Change 
Request will exit the defect process 
flow and enter Types 2-5 process flow 
(enter at step 3). 

NOTE: See Section 11.0 Terms and 
Definitions-Defect Status for valid status 
codes and descriptions. 

Defect notification will be provided to 
CLEC community via e-mail and web 
posting. 

4 BCCM 
DEVELOP AND VALIDATE INPUTS. - 
WORKAROUND (1F APPLICABLE) . Validated Defect -1 

1. Defect workaround identified. 
Bus Day for 

. 
Change Request status changed to “W ” 

Clarification Notification (if Hi0h and 
2. required) 

for workaround identified. 
Medium 

3. Workaround is communicated via e- OUTPUTS: 
InJg& 

mail to originating CLEC and to the . Workaround (if applicable) 
CLEC community via email and web 

2 nllb D;,ys 
l 

posting. 
Clarification Notification (if for lligh 
required) 

4. If appropriate, communication to the 
lI”pXI 

. Cancellation Notification (if 
CLEC axnmunity regarding 
workaround will be discussed via 

required) 4 Bus Days 
. 

conference call. 
E-mail and web posting of forLow 
workaround &B!GI 

If it is determined that additional thne is 
needed to develop workaround due to the 

-I Bus Days 

complexity of the defect, notification will 
for Medium 

be provided to CLEC community via e-mail 
and I .“\\’ 

and web posting. 
1mpnct 

5 
BCCM INTERNAL RESOLUTION PROCESS INPUTS. - 

I. Schedule and evaluate. Defects based l CLECl BST input 

on capacity and business impacts to the 
CLECs and BellSouth. 

2. Provide statw updates to the CLEC OUTPUTS: 
conununity via email as the status l 

Defect Release Schedule 
Validated 

changes until the defect is High and 
implemented. m  

Imoact defe( 
&LIE 
(1 
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ste 7 Accountabilit 

P Y 

Sub-arocesses Inputs and 

Activities Outputs 

Cycle Time 

I 
implemented 
within a 4 - 11) 
business day 
ranoe. best 
effort. 

Validated 
High Impact 
Defects will 
bc 
impiemented 
within a 625 
business day 
range. best 
cll=oit. 
Medium 
Impxt 
Defects will 
be 
implernrnlcd 
within 00 
dnys. 
1 .nw Impact 
defects will bz 
implcmentcd 
best efforr. 
Low Imtxuzt 
defects will bc 
imulemented 
within a 4 - 2 1 
business day 
ranoe, best 
effort. 
(REMOVE) 

6 BCCM UPDATE RELEASE PACKAGE INPUTS. - Based “n release 
NOTIFICATION . Defect Information constraints for 

1. Update and distribute release defects (may be 

notification package via web. 
OUTPUTS: less than 30 
. Updated Release Package days). 

2. All Change Requests that are in the Notification 
approved scheduled release will be l Scheduled Change Request 
changed to “S” StatuS for 
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Sk 

7 

Accountabilit ” Sub-mwcesses Inputs and Cycle T ime 
P Y’ 8  Activities outputs I 

“Scheduled”. 

Note: The release notification will be 
published in a timely manner, based on 
the release constraints associated with the 
defect. 

7 
BCCM MONTHLY STATUS MEETING INPUTS. - 

Defects Received 
Monthly or 

1. Provide status of Defect 
. when ~tal”~ 
. Change Request Log changes, 

2. Solicit CLEClBellSouth input . Defect Analysis whichever 

3. Update Defect information as needed. ’ Workaround (if “cc”rs tint. 

applicable) 

OUTPUTS: 
. Updated status 
. Updated Change 

Request Log 
. Meeting minutes 

8 BCCM RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND INPUTS. - 
IMPLEMENTATION Approved Release Package 

Ongoing . 

The following release management 
Notification 

activities will pertain to Type 6 changes: OUTPUTS: 
1. Lead project manager communicates l Project Release Status 

release management project status to l Implementation Date 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly status l Implemented Change 
meetings. Request 

2. Once a defect is implemented in a 
release, the status will be changed to 
“I” for Change Implemented. 
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6.0 CHANGE REVIEW - PRIORITIZATION - RELEASE PACKAGE 
DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL 

Part 1  - Change Review Meeting 

The Change Review meeting provides the forum for reviewing and prioritizing Pending Change 
Requests, generating Candidate Change Requests, submitting Candidate Change Requests for 
sizing, and reviewing the status of all release projects underway. Status update meetings will be 
held monthly and are open to all CLEC’s. Meetings will be structured according to category (pre- 
order/order. maintenance. manual and documentation, etc.). Prioritization meetings will be held 
quarterly. Remove: For non-system impacring changes, thcrc will be a 5 (five) business day 
noricc l’or tlocurrmritation updates. The prioritization nleeting dates will be conmunicatetl when 

the rclcasc schcdulc is published. 

During the Change Review Meeting each originator of a Change Request will be allowed 5 (five) 
minutes to present their Change Request. A question and answer session not to exceed 15 
minutes will follow this presentation. After all presentations for a particular category are 
complete, the prioritization process will begin. 

The Change Request Log will be distributed 5 7 (five to seven) business days prior to the 
Change Review meeting. A valid and complete Change Request must be received 30 business 
days prior to the Change Review Meeting. Change Requests must be accepted and in “Pending” 
status to be placed on the agenda for the next scheduled meeting. 

Note: Status Meetings will occur monthly. Prioritization meetings will be scheduled to occur in 
March, June, September and December and will include the monthly status meeting agenda items. 

Part 2  - Change Review Package 
The Change Review Package will be distributed to all participants 5 - 7 (five to seven) business 
days prior to the Change Review meeting. The package will include the following: 

l Meeting Notice 
l Agenda 
l Change Request Log (List of Change Requests to be reviewed) 
l BellSouth’s preliminaty estimate of the size and scope of each Change Request. 
l Schedule of releases and caoacitv in each (BellSouth camiot support providing capacity 

informntion) 
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l Reference to Change Control Process on the BST website (for CLECs not familiar with 
the process, new CLECs or CLECs that choose to participate after the initial rollout) 

l Status Reports from each of the active Release Management Project Teams 

Part 3 - Prioritizing Change Requests 

Prior to the Change Review Meeting, each participating CLEC should determine priorities for 
change requests and establish “desired/want” dates. The CLEC should use the Preliminary 
Priority List form as provided via the web. 

Final prioritization will be determined at the Change Review meeting after presentation of the 
Change Requests for each category. 

Prioritization Voting Rules 

l CLEC must either be using an interface within a category (i.e. ordering), in the 
testing phase or have a letter of intent on file with the BellSouth Change Control 
Management Team to participate in the voting process 

l One vote per CLEC, per category 
l No proxy voting 

(2-16-O I) Types 3. 4 and S change requests will bc prioritized (non-expedites). 
l Each company may bring the number of participants necessary to represent their 

position. If the number of participants grow to be unmanageable, CLECs and 
BellSouth will revisit the issue of representation to apply some restrictions. 

l Forced Ranking (1 to N, with N being the highest) will be used 
l CLECs mav choose to vote “no” on change reauests that mav potentiallv negatively 

impact its business. If a maioritv of CLECs vote “no” on any certain change reauest, 
that request will not be imolemented. 

* (I- I O-O 1) CL!33 may choose to “defer” on voting on change requests that may 
negatively inqxtct its business. A rating OC “deltr” will not be counted in the overall 
rating. 

* (2-16-01) BellSouth accepts with the addition of the following language: “. may 
potentially negatively itnpact its business or have little value to the CLEC.” 

l Votes will be tallied to determine order of ranking 
l Changes will be ranked by category 
l Manual processes and documentation changes will be prioritized separately; however 

they will need to be synchronized with the electronic interface changes. 
l In case of a tie, the affected Changes will be re-ranked and prioritized based on the 

re-ranking 
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Example: The top 2 Changes from high to low are E5 and E2, with El and E4 tied for 3’d 
El and E4 would be re-ranked and prioritized according to the re-ranking. 

Part 4 - Developing and Approving Release Packages 

Subseauent lo the Change Review Meeting BellSouth and the CLECs will each evaluate and 
analvze the Candidate Change Reauests in preparation for the Release Package Meeting that will 
be held 25 business davs later. 

Subscqucnt to the Change Rcvicw Meeting, BcllSouth and the CLECs will each evaluate and 
analyze the Candidate Change Keqtests in preparation for the Kelease Package Meeting that will 
be held three (3) to four (4) nwnths prior to each major release. 

l Sizing and sequencing of change requests will be accomplished at the Prioritization 
Meeting. CLECs may take into account the size and scope when prioritizing items 

, 

l BellSouth will develop several variations of release packages to include all of the 
prioritized reauests. 

(l-10-01) BcllSouth will develop and present two scenarios for the nest release. Based 
on group consensus at the Release Package Meeting. the dctcrmination will be made as 
to which scenario should bc implcmcnrcd. BSTKLEC consensus will be used t(o crcatc 
the Approved Keleasc Package and schedule. 
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(2-16-01) At a minimum, a target release date will be provided for me top five (.5) 
change requests, which could include the next and/or future release. 

l All Candidate Change Requests will be assigned to as many future releases as 
necessary to complete the assignment process, I 

( I- IO-01 ) BellSouth lo propose two (2) scenarios: I) IJnscheduled change requests will 
rrccd to be rc-prioritized at the next Change Rcvicw Meeting along with the new pending 
requests to accommodate changes in the “Industry’s business requirements or 2) 
Prioritize only me new “Pending” CR’s since me last Change Review Meeting. 
Rankings will bc incorporated into the overall prioritization list. CLECs. based on 
group consensus. may request re-ranking of all non-scheduled CR’s, 

(2-16-01) At a minimum, a target release date will be provided for me top five (5) 
change requests, which could incluclc the next and/or future release. Non-scheduled 
change rcqucsts will bc combined with new pending rcqucsts and n-ranked quarterly to 
ensure a current list of priorilies is always available. This includes any of me top 5 
items that nray not be scheduled for a rclcase. 

During the Release Package Meeting BST will present its proposed release packages. BST and 
CLECs will then vote on the release package or combination of release packages to be 
implemented. BSTKLEC consensus will be usecl to create Anuroved Release Package (s) and 
schedules. During this steu if suuuorted bv consensus the groun may shift scheduled changes 
among future releases, cancel changes, etc. as necessary to meet changes in business reouirements 
or resource availability. (I -I O-O I) BcllSouth cannot suppori. 

(2-16-01) During the Release Package Meeting. BellSouth will presenl its proposed release 
pachagc for the next release. along with target dams for the lop five (5) change rcqucsts. 
BSTKLEC consensus will be used to crcntc the Approved Rclcasc Package. CLECs, based on 
group consensus, may rcqucst changes to the proposed release scope (like for like-size CRs). 
BellSouth will evaluate and delermine the impacts of the requested changes and m-present the 
proposed release package to lhc CLEC communily. 

(2-1641) Change Requests may not be implcmen~ed in priority o&r clue to the complexity of the 
Change Request, the relationship between the implementation of one change and changes 
spccificcl in other Change Requests. and other faclors. hnplcmcnlalion decisions will remain with 
Bel1South.s discretion. consistent with applicable law and regulatory authority and rcsourcc 
constraints. BellSoum will consider the prioritization in exercising this discretion, I 
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748.0 INTRODUCTION AND RETIREMENT OF  INTERFACES 

Introduction of New Interfaces 

BellSouth will introduce new interfaces to the CLEC Community as part of the Change 
Control Process: BellSouth will seek to conform to the notification process for T\ipe 4 (BellSouth 
Oririnated) changes as described in this document. In the event that BellSouth is forced to deviate from 
the Tvne 4 (BellSouth Originated) arocess for new non-imnactinp interface functionalitv. BellSouth will 
notifv all CLECs of the deviation as oromotlv as possible. When a new interface reauest is submitted. 
BellSouth will present information on the new interface and hold an open discussion at the next monthly 

-BellSouth will provide specifications on the interface being developed to the 
CLEC Community using the t imeframes established in Part 4, Section 2. As new interfaces are 
deployed, they will be added to the scope of this document p 

CLEC commtt&y and requested changes will be managed by this process. 

BellSouth will introduce new interfaces to the CLEC Community as part of the Change 
Control Process. ~ellSoutl1 will seek to conform to the notification process for Type 4 
(BellSouth Originated) changes as described in this document. In the event that 
BellSouth is forced to deviate from the Type 4 (BellSouth originated) process for new 
~~n~~-irnpac~i~~~ interface functionality, BellSouth will notify all CLECs of the deviation as 

romptly as possible. (Need Clarification) A description of the proposed interface will be 
submitted to the BCCM. The RCCM will add an agenda item to discuss the new interface at 
rhc monthly slatus meeting. BellSouth will he given X0-45 minutes to prcscnt information on 
the proposed intcrfacc. If BcllSouth requests additional time for the presentation, a separate 
meeting will be scheduled to review the proposed interface. so that, the information can he 
presented in its entirety. The objective will hc to identify interest in the new interface and 
obtain input from the CLEC community. BellSouth will provide specifications on the interl’ace 
being developed to the CLEC community. As new interfaces are dcploycd, they will bc added 
to the scope of this document, as appropriate. based on the use by the CLEC and requested 
changes will be managed by this process. 
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Retirement of Interfaces 

As active interfaces are retired, BellSouth will notify the CLECs by submitting a Tvoe 4 
change reauest(Remove) through the Change Control Process and post a CLEC Notification 
Letter to the web six (6) months prior to the retirement of the interface. BellSouth will have 
the discretion to provide shorter notifications (30-60 days) on interfaces that are not actively 
used and/or have low volumes. BellSouth will consider a CLEC’s ability to transition from an 
interface before it is scheduled for retirement. BellSouth will ensure that its transition to 
another interface does not negatively impact a CLEC’s business. 

BellSouth will only retire interfaces if an interface is not being used, or if BellSouth has a 
replacement for an interface that provides equal or better functionality for the CLEC than the 
existing interface. 

Retirement of Versions 

When software versions are retired, BellSouth will give the CLECs a 120 day notification 

A CLEC may respond to Change Control with its desire to extend a retirement date. The 
CLEC must explain why the scheduled retirement date is not acceptable by providing the 
impact to its business. 
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8.0 ESCALATION PROCESS 
Guidelines 

The ability to escalate is left to the discretion of the CLEC based on the severity of the 
missed or unaccepted response/resolution. 

Escalations can involve issues related to the Change Control process itself. 

For change requests, the expectation is that escalation should occur only after normal 
Change Control procedures (e.g. communicat ion timelines) have occurred per the Change 
Control agreement. 

Three levels of escalation will be used. 

For Type 1 issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a one-day 
turnaround for each cycle of escalation. 

For Types 2-5 issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a five-day 
turnaround for each cycle of escalation.(Excludes Expedites) 

For Type 6 High and Medium lmpact(See next bullct).issues, the escalation process is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a -one-day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of 
escalation. 

For Type 6 High impact issues. the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a one 
(1) day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. For Type 6 Medium 
and Low Impact issues. the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a two (2) to 
five (5) day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. 

For Tvpe 6 Low Impact and Type 2-5 Exuedite Process issues, the escalation process is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a three-day turnaround to provide a status for each cvcle of 
escalation.(Sce next bullel) 

l For Types 2-S kkpctlile Process issues, rhe escalation process is agreed to allow 
BellSouth a three (3) day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. 

I 
l Each level will go through the same Cycle, which is described below 

Issued: 2/19/2001 54 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 2000-465 

JMB-Rl 0 
Page 57 of 81 



Change Control Process CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Resm 
Version 2. I ccpwork-doc.doc 

l All escalation communicat ions may  be optionally distributed by the CLEC to the industry 
and BellSouth Change Control e-mail unless there is a proprietary issue. 
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Cvcle for Tvpe 1 Svstem Outages 

Contact List for Escalation - ECS Grow - Type I Changes 

If the originator does not receive a call back from the EC Support Group according to the times 
specified in this document, they may escalate according to the following list: 

Escalation 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

Name and Title 

Don Tighe 
Manager - EC 
Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Bruce Smith 

Office Number 

404-532-2233 

Pager Number Email Address 

l-800-946-4646 Don.Tiahe@bridne.bells 
PIN 1440050 outh.com 

3rd Level 

Operations Director - 
EC Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Bill Reid 

Operations Assistant 
Vice President 

Interconnection 
Operations 

205-988-721 I 

205-988-1447 

l-800-542-3260 Bruce.Smith@bridpe.bell 
south.com 

l-800-946-4646 Bill.C.Reid@bridpe.bells 
PIN 1179523 outh.com 

NOTE: If a call is escalated without first attempting to contact the ECS Helpdesk, the caller will be 
referred back to the ECS Helpdesk. 
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Escalation Cvcle for Tvoes 2-6 Change Requests 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Item must be formally escalated as an e-mail sent to the appropriate escalation level 
within BellSouth with a copy to the industry and BellSouth Change Control e-mail. 

Subject of e-mail must be CLEC (CLEC Name) ESCALATION-CR#, if applicable, Level 
of Escalation, unless it is proprietary. 

Content of e-mail must include: 

Definition and escalation of item. 

History of item. 

Reason for escalation. 

Desired outcome of CLEC. 

Impact to CLEC of not meeting the desired outcome or item remaining on cmrent course 
of action as previously discussed at the Change Control Meeting for enhancements. 

Contact information for appropriate Level including Name, Title, Phone Number, and E- 
mail ID. 

For escalation Level 2, forward original e-mail and include any additional information 
including the reason that the matter could not be resolved at Level 1, 

For escalation Level 3, forward original e-mail and include any additional information 
including the reason that the matter could not be resolved at Levels 1 and 2. 

BellSouth will reply to escalation request with acknowledgement of receipt within 4 hrs 
and begin the escalation process through Level of escalation. 

The escalating CLEC should respond to BellSouth within 5 days as to whether escalation 
will continue or the BellSouth response has been accepted as closure to the item. 

If the BellSouth position suggests a change in the current disposition of the item (i.e., 
what has already been communicated to the industry), a conference call will be held 
within 1 business day of the BellSouth decision in order to provide industry notification 
with the appropriate executives. 
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l BellSouth will publish the outcome of the conference call to the industry via web. 

l If unsatisfied with an outcome, either party can seek appropriate relief. 

Contact List for Escalation - TvDe 2 - 6  Changes 

Types 2-5 Changes: Within 5 business days of receipt (4 from acknowledgement), BellSouth Change 
Control appropriate executives will,reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position 
and explanation for that position. Types 2-5 Changes: Within appropriate intervals. depending upon 
Change Request Type, BellSouth will reply through Change Control with a status and explanation. 
(02-16-01) 

T7Lpe 6, High and Medium Impact Changes: Within I business dav of receipt. BellSouth Change 
Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position 
and explanation for that position. 
Type 6 High Impacl Changes: Within two (2) business days of rcccipt, BcllSouth Change Control 
appropriate executives will reply through BcllSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position and 
explanation Ihr that position. Type 6 Medium and Low Impact Changes: Within five (5) business 
days of receipt. BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives will reply through RcllSouth 
Change Control with RcllSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 

h Impact issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a one (1) day 
rovide a status for each cycle of escalation. Por Type 6 Medium and Low 
e escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a two (2) to five (5) day 

turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. (~2-16~01) 

Tme 6 Low Impact and Tvpe 2-S Expedite Chances: Within 3 business davs of receipt (2 from 
acknowledgement), BellSouth Change Control auproptiate executives will reply through BellSouth 
Change Control with BellSouth’s position and explanation for that oosition. 
Type 2-S Expedite Changes: Within three (3) business days of receipt (2 from acknowledgment). 
BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives wi II reply through BellSouth Change Control with 
RcllSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 
For Types 2-5 Expedite Process issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow 
three (3) day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. W-16-01) 
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Escalations should be made according to the following list. 

Escalation 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd  Level 

3rd Level 

Name and Title 

Valerie Cott ingham 

Director 
Change Control 

Process 

Terrie Hudson 
Director 

(Test Bed, User 
Requirements, CCP) 

Joy Lofton 
Director 

(for Business 
Rules/Operations 

Issues) 

Suzie Lavett 
Director 

(TAG/LENS) 

Audrey Thomas 
Director 

(ED11 
Doug McDougal  
Senior Director 

(Systems Issues, Tesl 
Bed, User 

Requirements) 

Dee Freeman-Butler 
Senior Director 

(for Business 
Rules/Operations 

ISSUeS) 

Dflke Number 

205-321-2168 

770-936-3740 

404-927-7828 

205-977-2876 

404-927-7886 

404-927-7505 

404-927-3545 

Email  Address 

Jov.A.Lofton@btidee.bellsouth.com 

Suzie.H.Lavett@bridge.bellsouth.com 

Audrev.Thomas@bridge.bel lsouth.com 

)ee.FreemanZ@bridpe.bellsouth.com 
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I 
In the event that an issue is not resolved through the Escalation Process as described herein, 
including (1) escalation within each company to the person with ultimate authority for Change 
Control operations, and (2) the services of a joint investigative team, when appropriate, 
comprised of representatives from BellSouth and the affected CLECs. Resolution of the dispute 
shall be accomplished as set forth below: 

. Either BellSouth or any CLEC affected by the dispute may  request mediation through the 
State Public Service Commission, if available. If mediation is requested, parties shall 
participate in good faith. If the mediation results in the resolution of the dispute, that 
resolution shall apply to all CLECs affected by the dispute. 

. Without necessity for prior mediation, either BellSouth or any CLEC affected by the 
dispute may  file a formal complaint with the appropriate state regulatory agency, 
requesting resolution of the issue. 
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9.0 CHANGES TO THIS PROCESS 

The current, approved version of this process document will be stored under the component 
name “Ccp.doc” (the date of the latest CCP document will be included in the file name). The 
BellSouth Change Control Manager BCCM (and alternate) will be the only persons authorized to 
update the document version. 

Requests for changes to the Change Control Process may  be submitted to the BellSouth Change 
Control Manager (BCCM) using the Change Request form located in the Appendix A. Cosmetic 
changes may  be made and published by the BCCM (or alternate) without further review. Other 
changes will be reviewed at the monthly Change Review status meetings followine receiut of the 
request, if included in the published meeting agenda. Following this initial review the BCCM 
and a CLEC representative appointed bv the CLECs participating in the review shall nrenare an 
official E-mail ballot for distribution. The official ballot will detail the change being reauested, 
and the significant arguments presented for and against the change during the review. The ballot 
will be distributed one week following the Status Meeting. CLEC’s and BellSouth will have one 
week in which to cast their vote. Onlv ballots transmitted before midnight of the due date will be 
counted. Implementation of such changes will require a two-thirds affirmative -vote for 
approval. r. 

(1. I O-0 I) BellSouth continuing to review. 

(2-16-O 1) To bc discussed at the February 2 I, 200 I meeting. 
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10.0 TESTING ENVIRONMENT 

Requests related to the processes of testing an interfaces will be included in the Change 
Control Process. Changes to BellSouth’s testing environments and supporting processes will 
be submitted through the Change Control Process as a Tvne 4 or Type 5 request. The 
requests will follow the guidelines and intervals set forth in the Tvue 2-5 process flow. 

BellSouth offers Carrier Testing to CLECs in an open proven test environment for 
Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) and Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
interfaces. The testing opportunities offered are BETA and New Carrier Testing; 

BellSouth will also provide a me-release testing environment for TAG and EDT that will be 
available to CLEC’s 30 davs prior to the implementation of any new releases. This 
environment will be a whollv separate, non-production environment for all preorderinp and 
ordering interfaces and will milTor the uroduction environment. 

(l-10-01) NOTE: BellSouth would prefer to re-evaluate this section after the CLEC Test 
Environment is implemented in IsL Qtr. 200 1. 

(2-16-01) NOTE: Targeted implementation date changed to 2”’ Qtr. 2001. 

BETA testing is offered to those CLECs that express an interest in assisting BellSouth 
validate a Telecommunications Industry Forum (TGIF) change for the affected interfaces. 
The opportunity for testing is submitted via the BellSouth Account Team and is negotiated 
with the Carrier Testing group. BellSouth opens the test environment for BETA testing after 
“major releases”. CLECs are selected on a “first come, first served basis”. 

New Carrier Testing is offered to those CLECs who are transitioning from a manual to an 
electronic environment or from one TCLF issue to another. New Carrier Testing is available 
to all CLECs and is scheduled with the BellSouth Account Team and Carrier Testing group. 

For additional details on the testing environment, regulations and guidelines, refer to the 
following BellSouth public Internet sites: 

EDI 

www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/markets/lec.html 
Select “Customer Guides” 
Select “Local Exchange Ordering Guides” 
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Select “BellSouth ED1 Specifications - TCIF 9” 
Select “Section 7 - ED1 Testing Guidelines for CLECS” 

www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/markets/lec.html 
Select “OSS Information Center” 
Select “TAG Documentation” 

This site is password protected. You should obtain the password from your Account Team 
representative. 
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11.0 TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

A 
Account Team. The Account Teams represent the CLECs and all CLEC interests within BellSouth, that 
is, the Account Team is the CLECs’ advocate within BellSouth. Some of the Account Team functions are 
listed below: 

- Contract Negotiations BonaFide Requests (BFR) 

Enhanced Billing Options Negotiations - Production Support 

I Customer Education Collocation 

Technical Assistance -Testing Support 

- General Problem Resolution - Project/Order Coordination 

- Tariff Interpretation - Rate Quotations 

Accountability. Individual(s) having responsibility for completing and producing the outputs of 
each sub-process as defined in the Detailed Process Flow. 

Acknowledgement Notification. Notification returned to originator by BCCM indicating 
receipt of Change Request. 

Approved Release Package. Calendar of Candidate Change Requests with consensus target 
implementation dates as determined at the Release Package Meeting. 

B 

BellSouth Change Control Manager (BCCM). BellSouth Point of Contact for processing all 
Change Requests. 

BFR (Bonafide Request). Process used for providing custom products and/or services. 
Bonafide Requests are outside the scope of the Change Control Process and should be referred to 
the appropriate BellSouth Account Team. 

Business Day. A business day is considered any Monday-Friday workday that does not fall on 
an official BellSouth holiday. 
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Business Rules. The logical business requirements associated with the Interfaces referenced in 
this document. Business rules determine the when and the how to populate data for an Interface. 
Examples of data defined by Business Rules are: 

l The five primary transactions sets: 850, 855, 860, 865, and 997 

l Data Element Abbreviation and Definition 

l Activity Types at the appropriate level (account, line, feature) and the associated Usage 
Type (optional, conditional, required, not applicable, prohibited) 

l Conditions/rules associated with each Activity and Usage Type 

0 Dependencies relative to other data elements 

0 Conditions which will be edited within BellSouth’s OSSs 

l Valid Value Set 

l Data Characteristics 

C 
Cancellation Notification. Notification returned to originator by the BCCM indicating a 
Change Request has been canceled for one of the following reasons: Originator cancellation, 
duplicate request, training issue, or failure to respond to clarification. 

Candidate Request List. List of prioritized Change Requests with associated “Need by Dates” 
as determined at an Change Review Meeting. These requests will be submitted for sizing and 
sequencing. 

Candidate Change Request. Change Requests that have been prioritized at an Change Review 
Meeting and are eligible for independent sizing and sequencing by BellSouth and each CLEC. 

Change Request. A formal request submitted on a Change Request Form, to add new 
functionality to existing interfaces, defects and expedited features (as identified in the scope) in a 
production environment. 

l Type 1 - BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality within the 
interface. 

l Type 2 - Regulatory Change. Any non-Type I changes to the interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems mandated by regulatory or legal 
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entities, such as the Federal Communicat ions Commission (FCC), a state 
commission/authority or state and federal courts. 

l Type 3 - Industry Standard Change. Any non-Type 1 changes to the interfaces between 
the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems required to bring these 
interfaces in line with newly agreed upon telecommunications industry guidelines. 

. Type 4 - BellSouth Initiated Change. Any non-Type 1 changes affecting the interfaces 
between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems which BellSouth 
desires to implement on its own accord. 

l Type 5 - CLEC Initiated Change. Any non-Type 1 changes affecting the interfaces 
between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems, which the CLEC 

. 

. 

requests BellSouth to implement. 
Type 2-5 - Expedited Feature Change. The inability for a CLEC to process certain types 
of LSR’s based on the existing functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems 
(OSS’s) that are in the scope of CCP. The change request for an expedite must provide 
details of the business impact and will fall into one of two categories: 1) A submitted 
defect that has been re-classified as a feature where the CLEC/BellSouth has determined 
should be expedited due to impact and 2) An ordering enhancement to an existing 
intcrfacc where the CLEUBellSouth has determined should be expedited due to impact. 
For both reclassified defects and ordering to an existing interface, the rules surrounding 
the expedited feature request will be: 

l Must be an ordering enhancement to an existing interface 
l Will follow the Expedited Feature process flow which is based on the current 

Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 
4-6 which are eliminated 

. The CLEUBellSouth will be required to give impacts and the consequences for 
not implementing the feature in the current, next, or minor release, best effort. 

Type 6 - CLEC Impacting Defect. A defect is any non-Type 1 change that corrects 
problems discovered in production versions of an application interface. These problems 
are where the interface is not working in accordance to the BellSouth baseline business 
user requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has published or otherwise 
provided to the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth 
and the CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even though software business user 
requirements and business rules match; this will be addressed as a defect. These 
problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and 
may  include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in 
nature. The CLEC and/or BellSouth may  initiate defect changes affecting interfaces 
between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes 
might also include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that 
can be submitted and accepted, but may  require workarounds or clarification. 
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I 

Change Request Status. The status of a Change Request as it flows through the Change Control 
process as described in the Detailed Process Flow. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

A = Appeal. Indicates a cancelled Change Request is being appealed by the originator 
(Step 3). 

C = Request Cancelled. Indicates a Change Request has been canceled due to one of the 
following reasons (Step 3): 

. CC = Clarification. Requested clarification not received in allotted time (7 days). 

l CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists. 

l CT = Training. Requested change already exists, or CLEC training issue. 

I 
CRC = Change Review Complete. Indicates a Change Request has been reviewed at a 
Change Review Meeting, but did not reach the Candidate Request List (Step 5). 

D = Request Purge. Indicates the cancellation of a Change Request that has been pending 
for 12 months and has failed to reach the Candidate Request List (Step 3). 

I = Change Implemented. Indicates a Change Request has been implemented in a 
release (Step 10). 

N = New Change Request. Indicates a Change Request has been received by the BCCM, 
but has not been validated (Step 2). 

P = Pending. Indicates a Change Request has been accepted by the BCCM and scheduled 
for Change Review (Step 3 moving to Step 4). 

PC = Pending Clarification. Indicates a Clarification Notification has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2 or 3). 

PN = Pending N times. Indicates a Change Request reached the Candidate Request List, 
was sized but not scheduled for a release and has cycled through the process N number of 
times. Example: PI = 2”” time through process, P2 = 3”1 time through process, etc (Step 
0 
RC = Candidate Request. Indicates a Change Request has completed the Change 
Review process and been assigned to the Candidate Request List for sizing and 
sequencing (Step 5). 

S - Request Scheduled. Indicates a Change Request has been scheduled for a release 
(Step 8). 
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Change Review Meeting. Meeting held by the Change Review participants to review and 
prioritize pending Change Requests, generate Candidate Change Requests, and submit Candidate 
Change Requests for sizing and sequencing. 

Change Review Package. Package distributed by the BCCM 5 - 7 business days prior to the 
Change Review Meeting. The package includes the Meeting Notice, Agenda, Release 
Management Status Report, Change Request Log, etc. 

Clarification Notification. Notification returned to the originator by the BCCM indicating 
required information has been omitted from the Change Request and must be provided prior to 
acceptance of the Change Request. The Change Request will be cancelled if clarification is not 
received by the date indicated on the Clarification Notification. 

CLEC Affecting Change. Any change that requires the CLEC to modify the way they operate 
or to rewrite system code. 

CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). CLEC Point of Contact for processing Change 
Requests. 

CSM. Customer Support Manager which supports resale and facility based CLECs. 

Cycle Time. The time allotted to complete each step in the Change Control Process prior to 
moving to the next step in the process. 

D 
Defect. Any non-type I change that corrects problems discovered in production versions of an 
application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in accordance to the 
BellSouth baseline business user requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has published 
or otherwise provided to the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by 
BellSouth and the CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even though software business user 
requirements and business rules match; this will e addressed as a defect, These problems 
typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and may  include 
documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. Type 6 validated 
defects may  not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed in Section 4, Part 
3. 

Issued: 2/19/2001 69 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-RlO 

Page 72 of 81 



Change Control Process CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Response 
Version 2. I ccpwork-doc.doc 

The CLEC and/or BellSouth may  initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also include 
issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be submitted and 
accepted, but may  require workarounds or clarifications. 

Defect Status. The status of a CLEC Impacting Defect Change Request as it flows through the 
Change Control process as described in the Detailed Process Flow. 

A = Appeal. Indicates a cancelled Change Request is being appealed by the originator 
(Step 3). 

C = Cancelled. Indicates a Change Request has been canceled due to one of the 
following reasons (Step 3): 

. CC = Clarification. Requested clarification not received in allotted time (2 days). 

l CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists. 

l CT = Training. Requested change already exists, or CLEC training issue. 

I = Implemented. Indicates a Defect Change Request has been implemented in a release 
(Step 6). 

N = New Defect Change Request. Indicates a Defect Change Request has been received 
by the BCCM and the change request form validated for completeness (Step 2). 

PC = Pending Clarification. Indicates a Clarification Notification has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2 or 3). 

S = Scheduled for Release. Indicates a Defect Change Request has been scheduled for a 
release (Step 6). 

V = Validated Defect. Indicates internal analysis has been conducted and it is 
determined that it is a validated defect (Step 3). 

W  = Workaround Identified. Indicates a workaround has been developed and 
communicated to impacted CLEC community (Step 4). 

E 
Electronic Communicat ions Systems (ECS). ECS is the help desk for reporting system outages 
or degradation in an existing feature/functionality within an interface. The ECS group works 
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with the CLEC community to resolve system outages/degradation in a timely manner. The 
telephone number for the ECS group is l-888-462-8030. 

Enhancement. Functions which have never been introduced into the system; improving or 
expanding existing functions; required functional changes to system interfaces (user and other 
systems), data, or business rules (processing algorithms - how a process must be performed); any 
change in the User Requirements in a production system. 

Expedited Feature. An expedited feature is the inability for CLEC to process certain types of 
LSR’s based on the existing functionality to BellSouth’s operations support systems (0%‘~) that 
are in the scope of Change Control. The change request for an expedite must provide details of 
the business impact and will fall into one of two categories: I) a submitted defect that has been 
re-classified as a feature where the CLEC has determined should be expedited due to impact and 
2) an ordering enhancement to an existing product or service interface where the CLEC has 
determined should be expedited due to impact. For both reclassified defects and ordering to an 
existing interface, the rules surrounding the expedited feature request will be: 

l Must be an ordering enhancement to an existing interface 
l Will follow the Expedited Feature process flow which is based on the current Types 2-5 

process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 4-6 which are 
eliminated. 

l The CLEUBellSouth will be required to give impacts and the consequences for not 
implementing the feature in the current, next, or minor release, best effort. 

H 
High Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic 
workaround solution exists. 

I 
Internal Change Management Process. Internal process unique to BellSouth and each 
participating CLEC for managing and controlling Change Requests. 

L 
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Low Impact. The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

M 
Medium Impact, The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a 
workaround solution does exist. 

N 
Need-by-Date. Date used to determine implementation of a Change Request. This date is 
derived at the Change Review Meeting through team consensus. Example: lQ99 or Release XX. 

P 
Points of Contact (POC). An individual that functions as the unique entry point for change 
requests on this process. 

Priority. The level of urgency assigned for resource allocation to implement a change. Priority 
may  be initially entered by the originator of the Change Request, but may  be changed by the 
BCCM with concurrence from the originator or the Review Meeting participants. In addition, 
level of priority is not an indication of the timeframe in which the Change Request will be 
worked. It is the originator’s label to determine the priority of the request submitted. 

One of four priorities may  be assigned: 

l-Urgent. Should be implemented as soon as possible. Resources may  be pulled from 
scheduled release efforts to expedite this item. A need-by date will be established during the 
Change Review Meeting. A special release may  be required if the next scheduled release 
does not meet the agreed upon need-by date. 
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2-High. Implement in the next possible scheduled major release, as determined during the 
Release Package Meeting. 

3-Medium. Implement in a future scheduled major release. A scheduled release will be 
established during the Release Package Meeting. 

~-LOW. Implement in a future scheduled major release only after all other priorities. A 
scheduled release will be established during the Release Package Meeting. 

Project Plan. Document which defines the strategy for Release Management and 
Implementation, including Scope Statement, Communication Plan, Work Breakdown Structure, 
etc. See Release Management Project Plan template, Attachment B-I. 

Proposed Release Package: Proposed set of change requests slated for a release that the BCCM 
presents to the CLEC community during the Release Package Meeting 

R 
Release - Major. Implementation of scheduled Change(s) which may  or may  not impact all 
CLECs; may  or may  not require CLECs to make changes to their interface and may  or may  not 
prohibit the use of an interface upon implementation of the Change(s). Application-to- 
Application and Machine-to-Human. 

Release -Minor. Implementation of scheduled Change(s) which do not require coordination 
with the entire CLEC industry, do not require CLECs to make changes to their interface or do not 
prohibit the use of an interface upon implementation of the Change(s). Machine-to-Human. 

Release Package. Package distributed by the BCCM listing the Candidate Change Requests that 
have been targeted for a scheduled release. 

Release Package Notification. Package distributed by the BCCM and used to conduct an initial 
Release Management and Implementation meeting. The package includes the list of participants, 
meeting date, time, Approved Release Package, Defect and/or Expedite Notification, etc. 

Release Schedule: Schedule that contains the intended dates for implementation of software 
enhancements. This release schedule is created annually. 

S 
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Specifications. Detailed, exact document(s) describing enhancement and/or defects, business 
processes and documentation changes requested and included with the Change Request as 
additional information. 

System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally unusable or there is degradation 
in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. 

V 
Version (Document). Indicates variation of an earlier Change Control process document. Users 
can identify the latest version by the version control number. 
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APPENDIX A - CHANGE CONTROL FORMS 

See Attached Forms 
This section identifies the forms to be used during the initial phases of the Change Control process 
accompanied by a brief explanation of their use. Attachments Al - A-4A contains sample Change 
Control forms and line by line Checklists. 

Change Request Form. Used when submitting a request for a change (Attachment A- I). 

Change Request Form Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the Change 
Request form (Attachment A-IA). 

Change Request Clarification Response. Used when responding to request for clarification or 
Clarification Notification (Attachment A-2). 

Change Request Clarification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Change Request Clarification Response (Attachment A-2A). 

Acknowledgement Notification. Advises originator of receipt of Change Request by BCCM 
(Attachment A-3). 

Acknowledgement Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-lines instructions for completing the 
Acknowledgement Notification. (Attachment A-3A). 

Cancellation Notification. Advises the originator of cancellation of a Change Request 
(Attachment A-3). 

Cancellation Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Cancellation Notification. (Attachment A-3B). 

Clarification Notification. Advises originator that a Change Request is being held pending 
receipt of additional information (Attachment A-4). 

Clarification Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Clarification Notification. (Attachment A-4A). 

Letter of Intent. CLEC provides notice of intent to implement a TCIP compliant interface within 1 
a specified timeframe. (Attachment A-5). 
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APPENDIX B - RELEASE MANAGEMENT 

I 
Ccp8-23.doc 

See Attached Forms 
Release Management and Project Implementation is described in Step 10 of the Change Control 
Process. Project Managers are responsible for confirming the release date, developing project 
plans and requirements, providing the WBS, Gantt chart and Executive Summary to the BCCM 
for input to the Change Review Package and ensuring the successful implementation of the 
release. 

The BST Change Control Manager (BCCM) will distribute the Release Notification Information 
via web. The Notification should contain the following information: 

l List of participants (Project Managers from each stakeholder) 

l Date(s) for the next Project Manage Release meeting(s) 

l Times 

l Logistics 

l Meeting facilitator and minutes originator (rotated between stakeholders) 

l Current Approved Release Package (email attachment) 

l Current Maintenance/Defect Notification Information (web posting) 

l Draft Release Project Plan - WBS (email attachment created by the Lead Project Manager 
(s) assigned in step 8 of the Change Control Process) 

l Lead Project Manager (s) assigned to the Release with reach numbers (s) 

Attachments B 1 - B 12 contain templates designed to assist the Project Manager(s) in conducting 
project management responsibilities as needed for Release Management and Implementation. 
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APPENDIX D -BST VERSIONING POLICY FOR INDUSTRY 
STANDARD ORDERING INTERFACES 

Since August 1998, BellSouth’s policy, which is stated in its Statement of Generally Accepted Terms 
(SCAT) and standard interconnection agreement, has been to support two industry standard versions 
of the applicable electronic interfaces at all times. Currently, the ED1 and TAG electronic interfaces 
are maintained this way, because they are the interfaces that require the CLEC to “build” its side of the 
interface to use the new standard. The two industry standard versions of an interface are maintained 
when BellSouth is implementing an entirely new version of an interface based on new industry 
standards, not when BellSouth is simply enhancing an existing interface. Periodically, the standards 
organizations for an interface will issue a new set of standards. After submitting the new standards to 
the CCP to determine how and when they will be implemented, BellSouth will introduce a new version 
of that interface based on the new standards. BellSouth will keep the “old” version of the interface 
based on the old industry standards “up” for those CLECs that have not had enough time to build their 
side of the interface to the new industry standards. BellSouth gives CLECs six (6) months advance 
notice of the implementation of electronic interfaces based on new industry standards. 

When a new industry standard for the interface is issued, the most recent prior industry standard 
version of the interface will be frozen no changes will be made to the old version of the interface. 
BellSouth will support both the new industry standard version and the old industry standard version 
until the next set of industry standards is issued. Then, BellSouth will support the two most recent 
industry standard versions of the interface. If, for example, version A were based on the current 
industry standards, then following the implementation of version B based on the new industry 
standards, BellSouth would freeze version A until the implementation of version C. Upon the 
implementation of the version C of the interface based on the newest industry standards, BellSouth 
would no longer support version A, would freeze version B, and would support both version C and the 
frozen version B until the implementation of next set of the industry standards. 

For example, in March 1998, BellSouth released a new industry standard version of EDI based on 
TGIF version 7.0. Between March 1998 and January 2000, BellSouth implemented a series of major 
releases (4.0 and 5.0) and a series of “point releases” (4.1,4.2, etc. and 5.1,5.2, etc.). The final “point 
release” of EDI was Release 5.8. In January 2000, BellSouth implemented Release 6.0 of EDI based 
on TGIF 9.0. When this occurred, BellSouth began maintaining Release 5.8 alongside of Release 6.0 
of EDI. 

NOTE: Because LENS is not an industry standard, machine-to-machine interface, LENS is not 
covered under the policy described above. 

Issued: 2/19/2001 78 
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To: 

cc: 
Subject: 

sandra.k.evans@openmail.mail.sprint corn; tonya.mcfall@wcom.com; 
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don@amexcomm.com; cchiavatti@usatelecominc.com 
‘Pate, Ronald’; ‘Marshall, Brent 
RE: CCP Improvement Meeting - 01-10-01 - Meeting Minutes 

Changing me 
Process dcx Change Control, Participants in the January 10, 2001 Meeting, and Observers: 

I am writing to request clarification, possible revision, and inclusion of a number of 
items contained in and missing from the minutes of this meeting. 

I recognize that producing minutes for lengthy and free flowing dialogue is a difficult 
undertaking. Typically in such circumstances I am accustomed to seeing some sort of 
~~~"~~~~m~~t~"PP'oval " process among the participants. I can't find any guidelines in the 

or past minutes going back a year or so - since the dissolution of the 
Steering Committee. Please accept my comments and requests below as being offered in good 
faith to produce a fully meaningful record of significant discussion and not as any 
criticism of the BellSouth scribe's intent. 

(1) During the Changes to the Process section (page 2, item 2), Bill Grant of Telcordia 
asked that the BellSouth CC Team specify the scope of its empowerment to act during the 
meeting. Valerie Cottingham stated that the CC Team could only agree to and support 
BellSouth's proposals established before the meeting and was not empowered to commit 
BellSouth to any changes in position at the meeting. 

I believe that this discussion is fundamental to an understanding of the process and 
request that it be included in a corrected version of the minutes. 

(2) In the same section, the minutes state "BellSouth agreed to the e-mail ballot as long 
as BellSouth has the right to 'veto' a change that could not be supported as proposed. 
There were no objections." 

BellSouth's statement was not presented as something upon which the other 
participants could vote, it was simply BellSouth's statement. It has not been the 
group's practice to object to statements made by other participants. Further, the 
sentence could be read to indicate that other participants agreed that BellSouth could 
veto changes, which is not the case. The phrase "There were no objections." should 
be stricken from the minutes. In addition, the minutes should reflect that there 
was considerable discussion of where the burden to complain (dispute) would lie when 
BellSouth exercised its "veto" - this discussion resulted in the first bulleted 
action item on page 3 and needs to be reflected in this section of the minutes. 

(3) In the E-mail Ballot section (page 2, item 3), the minutes state "It was agreed the 
email ballot would be used for changes discussed in today's meeting only." While this is 
accurate, its is also incomplete -- the participating CLECs clearly indicated that the 
email ballot process was also their current desired permanent solution. I included a full 
write-up of the process for possible inclusion in the ballot, and no CLEC has subsequently 
voiced any objection to that proposal. I understand that BellSouth in good faith does not 
believe that such a CLEC consensus exists. 

Given that the item was not balloted, I proposed this matter be discussed during the 
meeting scheduled on February 21, 2001, and request that any participating CLEC having 
an objection to the CLEC process recommendation or my representation of the CLEC 
position please contact me directly. For convenience, I have attached the CLEC 
Recommendation to this email. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
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[The following is the complete CLEC proposal seeking permanent adoption of the 
process discussed and used during the January lo,2001 CCP-IP Meeting] 

The current, approved version of this process document will be stored under the 
component name “Ccp.doc” (the date of the latest CCP document will be included 
in the file name). The BellSouth Change Control Manager BCCM (and alternate) 
will be the only persons authorized to update the document version, 

Requests for changes to the Change Control Process may be submitted to the 
BellSouth Change Control Manager (BCCM) using the Change Request form 
located in the Appendix A. Cosmetic changes (format, typographical errors, 
clarifications of meaning, etc.) may be made and published by the BCCM (or 
alternate) without further review. Other changes will be reviewed at the monthly 
Change Review status meetings following receipt of the request, if included in the 
published meeting agenda. The CCP participants present at the meeting (in person 
or by teleconference) will reach an initial determination regarding the requested 
change(s) by “consensus”. For this purpose consensus will mean that no participant 
has serious objection to the determination of the group. The following initial 
determinations may be applied: 

. Meeting Consensus (BellSouth and the other meeting participants have no 
serious objection to the change. The change will be balloted for Industry 
Consensus with the indication that a meeting consensus was reached.) 

l Contested Issue (BellSouth and the other meeting participants are unable to 
reach consensus and the proposals of the parties are firm. The proposals 
will be balloted for Industry Consensus and the structure of the ballot will 
indicate that a choice between alternatives must be made.) 

l Not Ready for Balloting (BellSouth and the other meeting participants are 
unable to reach consensus and the proposals of the parties are not firm. The 
request will not be balloted and will remain open for review during 
subsequent monthly meetings. The CCP participants will continue to use 
the associated current change control process. Working documentation 
reflecting both the current and proposed language may be created to 
facilitate further discussion.) 

l Implement as Cosmetic (BellSouth and the other meeting participants 
determine that the requested change is a clarification of meaning with no 
potential negative impact. The change will be implemented and the Change 
Request will be updated to implemented status and update distributed as per 
the normal process.) 

Subsequent to this initial review the BCCM and a CLEC representative appointed 
by the CLECs participating in the review shall prepare an official E-mail ballot for 
distribution to determine the Industry Consensus. The official Industry Consensus 
ballot will detail the change(s) being requested, and the significant arguments 
presented for and against the change during the review. As noted above, the ballot 
will indicate whether issues are being voted upon as the result of a Meeting 
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Consensus or as a Contested Issue. Each issue presented on the ballot will contain a 
statement of the change to be approved and in the case of a Contested Issue, a 
summary of arguments for and arguments against the alternatives. The ballot will 
be distributed one week following the Status Meeting. CLEC’s and BellSouth will 
have one week in which to cast their votes. Only ballots transmitted before 
midnight of the due date will be counted. BellSouth and each CLEC are allowed 
one vote on each issue presented on the ballot. The CCCM, or other designated 
individual will cast each CLEC’s votes. The BCCM, or other designated individual 
will cast BellSouth’s votes. 

The ballot (a sample ballot may be found in Appendix _) will allow BellSouth and 
the CLECs to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the proposed change 
across a five-step continuum as shown here: 

A B C D E 
Agree Generally Neutral Somewhat Disagree 

Agree Disagree 

When a Contested Issue is presented on the ballot there will be a continuum for 
each of the alternatives and the voter must disagree with one (and only one) of the 
two. 

Industry Consensus will exist and the change will be implemented whenever two- 
thirds of votes cast by the due date are cast in categories A through D. No 
consensus will exist if over l/3 of votes for a change are cast in category E - 
“disagree”. 
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1 BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 

8 

9 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RONALD M. PATE 

BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 11900-U 

November 13,200O 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Ronald M. Pate. I am employed by BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”) as a Director, Interconnection 

Services. In this position, I handle certain issues related to local 

interconnection matters, primarily operations support systems (“OSS”). 

My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 

30375. 

17 Q. 

18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 

I graduated from Georgia institute of Technology in Atlanta, Georgia, in 

1973, with a Bachelor of Science Degree. In 1984, I received a Masters of 

Business Administration from Georgia State University. My professional 

career spans over twenty-five years of general management experience, in 

operations, logistics management, human resources, sales and marketing. 
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10 Q. 

11 

12 A 
‘L. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

I joined BellSouth in 1987, and have held various positions of increasing i. 

responsibility. 

HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY? 

Yes. I have testified before the Public Service Commissions in Alabama, 

Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, South Carolina, the Tennessee Regulatory 

Authority and the North Carolina Utilities Commission. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my  testimony is to address BellSouth’s response to Issue 

5, Line Sharing and Issue 7, Operations Support Systems (“0%“) as 

identified in Georgia Public Service Commission Docket No. 11900-U, 

Second Procedural and Scheduling Order. I will also address the FCC’S 

Third Report And Order And Fourth Further Notice Of Proposed 

Rulemaking In CC Docket 96-98 (FCC 99-238); Released November 5, 

1999, (UNE Remand Order) as its relates to BellSouth’s OSS including a 

new requirement that BellSouth must provide Competitive Local Exchange 

Carriers (“CLEC’s) access to loop make-up data via BellSouth’s OSS. 

Additionally, I will address BellSouth’s OSS solution to satisfy the FCC’s 

Third Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-147 and Fourth Report and 

Order in CC Docket No. 96-98, released December 9,1999 (Line Sharing 

., 
t.,. 
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3 
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10 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Order) requiring that incumbent LECs unbundle the high frequency portion 

of the loop to permit the CLECs to provide xDSL-based service by sharing 

the lines with the incumbent’s voiceband service. 

issue (7) (a) Operations Support Systems (“OSS”): What pre-ordering and 

ordering functionalifies must Be//South make available to CLECs to 

support CLECs ordering of xDSL Loops, in what form must 

Be//South make such functionaiities avaiiabie, and by when must 

Be//South make such functionaiifies avaiiabie? 

(7) (b) Operations Support Systems (“OSS’~: Should Be//South be 

required to make avaiiabie to CLECs an integratedpre-ordering and 

ordering electronic interface OSS, and if so by what date? 

Q. DID THE FCC’S UNE REMAND ORDER IMPACT BELLSOUTH’S OSS 

AS THESE 0% ARE USED BY CLECS? 

A. The UNE Remand Order did not impact the existing CLEC OSS access 

offered by BellSouth other than to specify at paragraph 426 that “the pre- 

ordering function includes access to loop qualification {make-up] 

information.” 
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5 A. 
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16 Ct. 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH’S RESPONSE TO THE FCC‘S REQUIREMENT 

THAT LOOP MAKE-UP INFORMATION BE AVAILABLE TO CLECS AS 

PART OF THE PRE-ORDERING FUNCTION? 

BellSouth has developed and implemented procedures to provide CLECs 

with detailed loop make-up information via the manual Service Inquiry (Sl) 

process. Additionally, BellSouth has under development a detailed 

mechanized Loop Make-up pre-order process that is accessible through 

all current electronic interfaces that support pre-order functions (LENS, 

TAG, and RoboTAGTM). This process will be available to any CLEC that is 

interested in Incorporating these procedures into its interconnection 

agreement. BellSouth witnesses Ms. Caldwell and Ms. Cox address the 

costs and BellSouth’s proposed rates associated with the work required to 

incorporate this process into the pre-ordering function. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MANUAL LOOP MAKE-UP SI PROCESS. 

The loop make-up data is defined as the physical characteristics of the 

loop facilities. The data begins at the BellSouth central office, is listed in 

sequential order, and ends at the serving distribution terminal. Loop 

make-up data consists of such information as cable gauge and length, 

bridged taps, load coils, presence of Digital Loop Carrier (“DLC”), and 

other equipment that is part of local loop facilities. 

4 
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The CLEC completes the “Customer Information” section of the Loop 

Make-up SI form indicating if it wants the loop make-up by telephone 

number or address/circuit identifier. The CLEC submits the Loop Make-up 

SI form to the Complex Resale Services Group (“CRSG”) or their Account 

Team with a Local Service Request (“LSW). The CRSG/Account Team 

forwards the SI form to BellSouth’s Outside Plant Engineering Service 

Advocacy Center (SAC”). The SAC verifies the availability of loop 

facilities. If the Loop Make-up SI indicates the CLEC wants the make-up 

by telephone number or circuit identifier the SAC wilt return a specific 

make-up for the requested telephone /circuit identifier. If the Loop Make- 

up SI indicates the CLEC wants the make-up by address, the SAC will 

return a specific make-up for the requested address. 

The SAC will supply make-up for either suitable copper pair(s) or DLC 

pairs as requested by the CLEC for the requested address, telephone 

number or circuit identifier. If either a copper pair, or DLC, but not both 

exists at that address/telephone numberlclrcuit identifier, the SAC will 

indicate in the “Comments Section” which is not available at the requested 

address/telephone number. The following is an example comment for an 

existing DLC make-up where a copper pair does not exist: “Provided DLC 

make-up at above address, no copper pairs exist at this location”. Again, 

the loop make-up will be listed in sequential order starting at the central 

5 Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R12 

Page 5 of 20 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 Q. 

12 

13 

14 A. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

office and ending at the end user terminal. The SAC will return the 

completed Loop Makerup SI to the CRSG/Account Team. The 

CRSG/Account Team reviews the SI form for completeness and forwards 

the loop make-up SI request along with the LSR to the Local Carrier 

Service Center (“LCSC”) for confirmation of a complete and accurate LSR. 

The CLEC returns the Loop make-up response to the CLEC via electronic 

mail. The LCSC provides a firm Order Confirmation (“FOC”) to the CLEC 

and generates a service order that automatically completes for billing the 

service. 

IS THE MANUAL LOOP MAKE-UP SERVICE INQUIRY MERELY AN 

INTERIM PROCESS UNTIL ELECTRONIC ACCESS IS AVAILABLE? 

No. The manual Loop Make-up (“LMU”) SI process will continue to be a 

means for obtalning loop make-up information, even after electronic Loop 

Make-up functionality is available. It will be necessary to use this process 

for those situations where the Loop Facilities Assignment Control System 

(“LFACS”) is not sufficiently populated with the data needed to make a 

decision and thus the electronic LMU query does not meet the CLEC’s 

need. Addltionally, this process will remain for those CLECs who choose 

not to deploy the systems needed for the electronic query for LMU. 

CLECs may obtain documentation for the current Unbundled Network 

Element (‘IJNE”) pre-ordering and ordering information pertaining to 
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: 
1 BellSouth’s manual loop make-up at BellSouth’s Website: 

2 htto://www.interconnection.bellsouth.comloobr.html 

3 

4 Q. CAN YOU ESTIMATE THE QUANTITY OF BELLSOUTH LOOPS THAT 

5 HAVE DETAILED LOOP INFORMATION POPULATED WITHIN LFACS 

6 THEREBY REDUCING THE NEED FOR A MANUAL SI? 

7 

8 A. While 100% of BellSouth’s loops are populated in LFACS with certain 

9 basic information, not all will have the detailed loop make-up information. 

10 As a rule, BellSouth has populated detailed loop make-up for Its designed 

11 services which require special engineering and provisioning and often are 

12 served’by more than one central office or wire center. BellSouth has not 

13 populated LFACS in the past with detailed loop make-up Information for 

14 non-designed services that require no special provisioning and are served 

15 by one central office or wire center because it did not need the detailed 

16 loop make-up information on these services. However, in the high- 

17 populated metropolitan areas where the marketing efforts of CLECs are 

18 most likely to be concentrated, it is approximated that as much as 80% of 

19 loops with detailed loop make-up information are populated in LFACS. So 

20 It is only for that remaining small percentage of loops that the manual Sl 

21 process may have to be utilized. And whenever CLECs must use the 

22 manual SI process for these remaining loops, BellSouth will load the 

23 resulting loop make-up information In LFACS for future queries. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

DID THE UNE REMAND ORDER REQUIRE ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO 

BELLSOUTH’S OSS FOR CLEC XDSL SERVICE REQUESTS? 

No. The FCC UNE Remand Order did not require access to pre-order and 

ordering functionality associated with xDSL service request be electronic. 

The FCC stated “That interface and gateway issues are already captured 

in the nondiscriminatory access requirements of the Local Competitive 

First Report and Order.“’ The FCC further stated that the “LEC must 

provide the requesting carrier with nondiscriminatory access to the same 

detailed information about the loop that is available to the incumbent 

LEC.‘” 

IS BELLSOUTH DEVELOPING A MEANS TO PROVIDE CLECS WITH 

!ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO LOOP MAKE-UP INFORMATION AND 

ELECTRONIC ORDERING OF XDSL LOOPS? 

Yes. BellSouth is developing a comprehensive electronic process for pre- 

ordering and ordering for CLECs via the Telecommunications Access 

Gateway (“TAG”), RoboTAGTMand Local Exchange Navigation System 

(“LENS”). It provides electronic access to loop make-up information from 

the Loop Facilities Assignment and Control System (“LFACS”) and 

’ CC Docket 
*CC 

96-96, 
Paragraph 

426, 
page 

193, released November &I999 
Docket 96-98, Paragraph 427, page 193. released November 5,1999 
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13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

electronic ordering of xDSL loops. BellSouth is also enhancing the 

Electronic Data Interchange (“EDI”) to provide electronic ordering of xDSL 

loops. These enhancements are currently in beta testing with selected 

CLECs. Interested CLECs will need to conduct System Readiness Testing 

(“SRT”) with BellSouth prior to using these new functions when they 

become available in production. If they have not done so already, CLECs 

must also upgrade their TAG interfaces to the TGIF 9.0 version in order to 

tesl the new functions and then use them in production. CLECs may 

obtain information on the manual and electronic ordering of BellSouth 

Loop Make-up at the BellSouth Website: 

htto://interconnection.bellsouth.com/oroducts/UNE/bstlmu.odf, 

HOW WILL BELLSOUTH IMPLEMENT THIS PLAN FOR ELECTRONIC 

ACCESS TO LOOP MAKE-UP INFORMATION AND ELECTRONIC 

ORDERING OF XDSL LOOPS? 

BellSouth is implementing a vendor solution provided by Telcordia 

Technologies, Inc. to provide the OSS necessary for the pre-ordering, 

ordering and provisioning of CLEC xDSL loops. This extensive technical 

solution provides Pre-Existing Licensed Software and Marketable 

Licensed Software and Services to integrate Licensed Software for CLEC 

xDSL into BellSbuth’s operations environment. As an example, the 

solution includes the establishment of a new corporate gateway along with 
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a new system architecture for the processing of Local Service Requests I, 

~LSRs”) for xDSL loops. 

The Corporate gateway establishes a single entry point for processing of 

xDSL requests. It provides a flexible and expandable independent 

gateway that has security, logging and mapping capabilitles, 

The Corporate gateway is configured to provide CORBA interfaces for the 

TAG client APls from the CLECs and an interface for BellSouth’s OSS. 

This allows pre-ordering and ordering functionality utilizing BellSouth’s 

LENS, TAG, and Robo@Tag electronic interfaces. It also provides a 

navigator interface for the Local Service Requests Router (“LSRR”), which 

permits firm ordering functionality utilizing the BellSouth EDI electronic 

interface. 

The new system architecture known as Delivery Order Manager will 

automate many of the service requests functions. Delivery Order 

Manager can be described as a work flow sequencing and control 

“engine” that works with partner applications to accept and process 

service requests. Delivery Order Manager will manage the access to all 

the databases needed to process a request. Some commonly known 

databases for pre-order and order functionality are CRIS, CABS, RSAG, 

ATLAS, and P/SIMS. In addition, Delivery Order Manager will access 

LFACS for queries for loop make-up information. Delivery Order Manager 

10 
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11 
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13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 

17 A. 

I8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

also interfaces with a new Service Order Generator for mechanized 

service order creation allowing flow through of the requests to BellSouth’s 

Service Order Communications System (‘SOCS”). In addition to the 

software requirements and associated software Right-To-Use (“RTU”) 

fees, the Telcordia provided solution also provides support services. 

Support services Include such items as: 

9 Platform planning and support 

l lnstallatlon and system administration support 

l Services integration testing 

l Training and documentation 

WHAT IS THE CURRENT VALUE OF THE SOFTWARE AND SERVICES 

SCOPE OF WORK THAT WILL BE PERFORMED BY TELCORDIA FOR 

BELLSOUTH IN THE UNE REMAND FOR XDSL? 

The software and service fees total approximately $28,500,000 for the 

pre-ordering and ordering software and services provided by Telcordia 

Technologies, Inc. TRis Includes 3 enhancements to incorporate newly 

identified functionality necessary to provide a full compliment of pre-order 

and order capabilities. 
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23 

BASED ON CURRENT PLANS, WHEN WILL ELECTRONIC PRE- 

ORDER AND ORERING CAPABILITIES BE AVAILABLE UNDER THE 

TELCORDIA SOLUTION? 

BellSouth currently has the tire-order functionality which Includes, loop 

make-up and the xDSL compatible loop firm order functionality in a Beta 

testing environment. The pre-ordering functionality for xDSL is targeted for 

deployment into the production environment in mid-to-late November 

2000. BellSouth has encountered some problems that have delayed 

deployment of xDSL firm ordering functionality. BellSouth is working with 

Telcordia to establish dates when these problems will be corrected. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE BENEFITS OF THE TELCORDIA SOLUTION 

FOR CLEC XDSL PRE-ORDERING AND ORDERING. 

The Telcordia solution provides CLEC xDSL pre-ordering and ordering 

functionality that is fully integrated, highly extendable and scalable end-to- 

end with maximum reuse of function. Through a strategic supplier 

relationship, BellSouth benefits from expert planning assistance from a 

world-class OSS and technology supplier. Finally, and very important, 

BellSouth and its CLEC customers realize reduced costs from elimination 

of complex product selection and multi-supplier systems integration work. 

12 
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DOES BELLSOUTH PROVIDE ACCESS TO OTHER DATABASES THAT 

MAY BE USEFUL IN OBTAINING PRE-ORERING INFORMATION IN 

CONNECTION WITH THE PROVISIONING OF CLEC XDSL SERVICE? 

Yes. BellSouth provides information from its Loop Qualification System 

(“LQS”). LQS was designed as a tool for Network Service Providers, the 

purchasers of BellSouth’s tariffed industrial class ADSL offering (as 

opposed to BellSouth’s business class ADSL offering) to determine 

whether a particular service location is qualified for BellSouth’s industrial 

class ADSL offering based on BellSouth’s defined technical parameters. 

In other words, by entering a telephone number, LQS provides the user 

with a qualified “yes/no” response based on the technical parameters of 

BellSouth’s industrial class ADSL offering. LQS does not provide loop 

make-up information as contemplated by the FCC’s xDSL requirement. 

Subsequent to the FCC’s UNE Remand order, LQS was made available 

for use by CLECs on an interim basis until the mechanized loop make-up 

interface is deployed. However, the purpose of LQS did not change with 

providing access to CLECs - it remains q tool designed to provide a 

response to the inquirer if the location is qualified for BellSouth’s ADSL 

service, Once again, LQS does not provide the level of detailed 

information in order that a CLEC may make an independent judgment 

about whether the loop is capable of supporting advanced services 

equipment the CLEC intends to Install. 
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HOW DOES A CLEC OBTAIN ACCESS TO LQS? 

A CLEC may contact its BellSouth account team to obtain information on 

gaining access to.LQS. The account team will assist with the appropriate 

documentation necessary to obtain a password and resulting access to 

LQS. CLECs may obtain a Loop Qualification System DLEC/CLEC Job 

Aid via the BellSouth Website: 

htto://www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/html 

YOU HAVE REFERRED TO BOTH BELLSOUTH INDUSTRIAL CLASS 

ADSL AND BUSINESS CLASS ADSL. PLEASE DIFFERENTIATE. 

My  reference to BellSouth’s industrial class ADSL is describing a low 

speed service, downstream data rate up to 1.5 Mbps and upstream data 

rate up to 256 Kbps. The cost structure for this offering does not support 

special actions by BellSouth to either condition an existing loop or to 

provide a new loop in order to make ADSL work at a given location. The 

1.5 Mbps x  256 Kbps offering, referred to as industrial service, is a “best 

effort”, low cost, mass market offering. 

My  reference to BellSouth’s business class ADSL is describing a high- 

speed service with data rates of: 
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l 384 Kbps x 384 Kbps 

. 768 Kbps x 512 Kbps 

. 1.5-1,8Mbpsx512-768Kbps 

l 2-4Mbpsx640-896Kbps 

. 4 - 6 Mbps x 640 - 896 Kbps 

. 192 Kbps x 192 Kbps. 

The business class offering will provide network performance levels to be 

obtained in BellSouth’s network and loop conditioning to provide a desired 

class of service including symmetric and asymmetric data rates. 

The BellSouth business class ADSL is the comparable service to CLEC 

loops requiring loop make-up in this docket because performance levels 

for both are guaranteed. 

WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF THE LOOP INFORMATION CONTAINED 

WITHIN LQS? 

The database of record for loop make-up information is LFACS. Thus, the 

source of loop information in LQS is LFACS. However, LQS also utilizes 

the additional software systems described below: 
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l Loop Engineering Information System (“LEIS”) - An umbrella system 

with several modules, one of which is LEAD. 

4 Loop Engineering Assignment Data (“LEAD”) - LEAD is a snapshot of 

the LFACS database. It receives current data once a month for all wire 

centers. LEAD is completely updated each month. 

. Hands-Off Assignment Logic - (“HAL”) HAL is a BellSouth developed 

software system designed to pull information from LFACS and join 

transactions that can not be performed by LFACS, including 

assignment of most service orders, among which includes 

assignments on ADSL facilities. 

IS DIRECT ACCESS TO LFACS OR LEIS/LEAD REQUIRED IN ORDER 

TO PROVIDE CLECS WITH DETAILED INFORMATION ABOUT THE 

LOOP? 

No. BellSouth’s obligation is to provide requesting carriers the same 

underiylng information that BellSouth has in any of its own databases or 

other internal records3. BellSouth’s mechanized OSS interface and 

manual interface provides a means to submit either a mechanized LMU 

pre-order query or a manual LMU Service Inquiry (“ST’) to LFACS and 

( ’ 

‘,. 3 CC Docket 96-98, paragraph 427, page 193, released November 5,1999 ‘\ 
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1 .- receive a response. In the case of LEISILEAD, access may be obtained 

2 by CLECs for LQS which provides a “yes/no” qualified response. 

3 

4 Issue (5) (b) Line Sharing: How and under what rates, terms, and conditions 

5 

6 

7 Q. 

6 

9 A. 

IO 

11 

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 Q. 

23 

should line sharing be provided7 

WHAT PORTION OF THIS ISSUE ARE YOU ADDRESSING? 

I will discuss BellSouth’s implementation of line sharing as it relates to 

BellSouth’s OSS and BellSouth’s associated cost of implementation. The 

issue relating to Line Sharing rates will be addressed by Ms. Cindy Cox. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH’S APPROACH TO DEVELOPING 

OSS FUNCTIONALITY THAT WILL ELECTRONICALLY PROCESS LINE 

SHARING SERVICE REQUESTS. 

The vendor solution provided by Telcordia Technologies, Inc. previously 

described for CLEC xDSL pre-ordering and ordering functionality also has 

a module to provide the OSS necessary for the pre-ordering, ordering and 

provisioning of Line Sharing service. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE BENEFITS OF THE TELCORDIA SOLUTION 

FOR LINE SHARING TO BELLSOUTH AND ITS CLEC CUSTOMERS. 
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In addition to those benefits previously described, the Telcordia solution 

offers electronic processing of Line Sharing service requests allowing 

flow-through within BellSouth’s OSS. This includes the ability to inventory 

and assign BellSouth facilities and splitters at the pre-specified CLEC 

meet points. These capabilities provided by the Telcordia solution 

translate into reliable, fast and accurate processing of CLEC Line Sharing 

service requests. It provides state-of-the-art technology with the ability to 

process the anticipated volumes of requests in a cost-effective manner 

and to build future applications and functionalities. 

IS THE SCOPE OF WORK THAT IS TO BE PROVIDED BY TELCORDIA ” > 

EXCLUSIVELY FOR CLEC OSS CAPABILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH L 

THE CLEC XDSL AND LINE SHARING? 

No. The majority of the work done in this effort is for OSS capabilities 

associated with CLEC xDSL and Line Sharing orders; however, Telcordia 

is performing additional work on Eleotronic Access Ordering (“EAO”) 

functionality. EAO will provide ASR pre-order functionality for address 

validations and Connecting Facility Assignment (“CFA”) inquiries. 

Approximately $3.2 million is committed for licensed software Right-to-Use 

fees associated with EAO. 

23 
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WHAT IS THE CURRENT VALUE. OF THE SOFTWARE AND SERVICES 

SCOPE OF WORK THAT WILL BE PERFORMED BY TELCORDIA FOR 

BELLSOUTH IN THE LINE SHARING EFFORT? 

The software and service fees total approximately $41 ,OOO,OOO for the 

Line Sharing software and services provided by Telcordia Technologies, 

Inc. This does not include the approximate $3,200,000 for software fees 

described previously for EAO functionality. 

BASED ON CURRENT PLANS WHEN WILL ELECTRONIC PRE- 

ORDERING AND ORDERING CAPABILITIES BE AVAILABLE UNDER 

THE TELCORDIA SOLUTION? 

As previously stated with the pre-ordering of xDSL, the deployment for 

pre-ordering of Line Sharing is planned for mid-to-late November 2000. 

Firm Order Line Sharing utilizing the vendor supplied solution by Telcordia 

does not yet have a firm deployment schedule established. In cooperation 

with the CLEC Line Sharing collaborative teams, BellSouth has 

implemented an interim solution in the existing OSS utilizing the Local 

Exchange Service Order Generator (‘LESOG”) to allow mechanized firm 

ordering of CO-based BellSouth-owned splitter Line Sharing. This interim 

solution was implemented for the production environment on September 

30,200O. This interim solution will be supplemented and replaced utilizing 
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1 the Telcordia solution in mid-to-late 2001. BellSouth plans to also offer 
.) 

2 mechanized firm order of CO-based CLEC owned splitter Line Sharing 

3 and Remote Line Sharing. These products are being developed jointly in 

4 the Line Sharing Collaborative teams and will be mechanized as they are 

5 developed. 

6 

7 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

8 

9 A. 
10 
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ENCORE User Requirements Template 
Document Version 0.3 

XXXX9999.DOC 
IsogAnaUserReqWork 

CMVC Version 1 .I 

1. SCOPE 

PSC Mandate CLEC Request X 
V&?r Regulatory Increase Productivity/Flow-through 

Requirement Source Other (Specify) System Stability and Performance 
(cheek all tlmt apply) 

The scope of this document is to allow the CLECNendor to test their applications against new 
release functionality. These transactions are: 

. Pending Order Status 
l Firm Order Confirmations 
l Rejects 
l Simulated Completion Notices 
l Clarifications 
l Jeopardies 
l Functional Acknowledgements 

The test environment will include ENCORE & Local Number Portability Systems that will be 
duplicated to match the ENCORE and Local Number Portability production systems. (LENS will 
be reproduced in the test environment for BellSouth internal use only.) The production legacy 
reference systems will be used in this CLEC test environment. 

The scope of the CLEC Test Environment does not include interfacing with NPAC SMS 
(Number Portability Administration Center Service Management System) by BellSouth or the 
CLECs. 
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ENCORE User Requirements Template 
Document Version 0.6 

XXXX9999.DOC 
IsogAnaUserReqWork 

CMVC Version I 1 

2. ASSUMPTIONS 

Number Description 
5.1 This applies to TCIF-9. 
5.2 TCIF-7 will not be supported. 
5.3 The CLEC Test Bed will be brought forward to all new TCIF issues. 
5.4 LSRs will originate at CLECNendor premises using CLECNendor applications and 

I hardware. I 
5.5 
5.6 

5.7 
5.8 

5.9 

5.10 

5.11 
5.12 

1 ED1 & TAG shall be supported for CLECNendor use. 
A maximum of ten (I 0) CLECs/Vendors shall be able to test at any given time across all 
applications. 
Failover or redundancy of test bed platforms will not be provided in this environment. 
BellSouth will do connectivity testing with each CLEC/Vendor in this test bed at the 
beginning of the test window. 
Handling of application defects shall follow each application’s normal production defect 
handling process. 
Support of the CLEC test bed shall be Monday thru Friday, 9AM to 5 PM EST, excluding 
BellSouth Holidays. 
Certification must be completed before use of the CLEC test bed. 
BellSouth reserves the right to determine, based on functional changes, whether a minor 
release will be available for testing and provide the availability window via the CLEC 
notification process. 
NOTE: A minor release mav not be available for testing until the next Maior release. 

5.13 ) The CLEC test bed will not support unscheduled testing. 
5.14 ) The CLEC test bed will not support regression testing. 
5.15 1 The CLEC test bed will not suooort after hours testine. 
5.16 I No backuo or redundancv will be movided for this environment. I 
5.17 
5.18 
5.19 
5.20 

5.21 

The CLEC test bed will not support volume or performance testing. 
The CLEC test bed will be used for functional testing of CLECNendor applications. 
Billing and provisioning will not be completed in the test bed environment. 
CLECNendor LSRs that are designed to fallout will follow the normal process in this test 
environment. 
Normal service rep profile capability will be provided in the test environment. New 
profiles will need to be established as desired in this environment. Existing production 
profiles will not function in this environment. 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R14 

Page4of12 

1 



, 

ENCORE User Requirements Template 
Document Version 0.6 

3. USER Requirements 

XXXX9999.DOC 
IsogAnaUserReqWork 

CMVC Version 1.1 

Requirement # Description 

UR965 1 .OOOl 

UR965 1.0002 
UR965 1.0003 
UR965 I .0004 

UR965 1.0005 

UR965 1.0006 

UR965 1.0007 

UR965 1.0008 

UR965 I .0009 

UR9651.0010 
UR965 1.0011 

A new test environment will be created by the ENCORE system & LNP for 
CLECNendor testing and will be available with the exclusion of scheduled 
down times. 
This applies to TCIF-9 & any future issues. 
The CLEC test bed will support one release at a time. 
The test bed will be capable of supporting CLECNendor testing of a release 30 
days prior to implementation into production and 60 days after production. 
Transaction entry will be via the Electronic Data Interchange & the 
Telecommunications Access Gateway only. 
NOTE: Transaction entry via the Web Based Interface will not be allowed in 

this test environment for CLEC/Vendor use. 
The CLEC test bed will be used to test the pre-order process from query to 
response. 
The CLECNendor test bed will be used to test the ordering process from LSR 
entry through simulated Completion Notices. 
The web-based interface will provide a web site for the purpose of simulating a 
completion notice. 
Test Bed support will be available to the users for testing Monday-Friday 9:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. EST, excluding scheduled down time. 
Revenue Accounting Offices (RAOs) for all 9 states may be used in testing. 
Transactions identified as “New Solutions” will be reiected bv the orocessine 
systems and an error message will be returned to the ALEC. . ’ - 

4. Glossary 

CABS 

I cc Comuanv Code 

CLEC 

COG 

. _ 
Competitive Local Exchange Carrier 

Corporate Order Gateway 

CRIS / Customer Records Inquiry System 

DOM 

EDI 

ETET 

Delivery Order Manager 

Electronic Data Interchange 

End-to-End Testing 
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ENCORE User Requirements Template 
Document Version 0.6 

XXXX9999.DOC 
IsogAnaUserReqWork 

CMVC Version 1 .I 

FOC 

IMS 

Firm Order Confirmation 

Information Management System 

1 ITS / Information Technologv Services I 

I LCSC I Local Customer Service Center 

LENS 

LEO 

LESOG 

Local Exchange Navigation System 

Local Exchange Ordering 

/ Local Exchange Service Order Generator 

1 LNP 1 Local Number Portabilitv 

/ Local Service Request 

NPAC SMS 1 Number Portability Administration Center Service Management System 1 

/ NS-CS / Network Services-Customer Service 

NS-ESD 

6CN 

Network Services-Electronic Solutions Delivery -~ ~- 
Operating Company Number 

oss Operating System Standards 

/ PAWS IP rovisioning Analvst Work Station 

PON 

PSIMS 

Purchase Order Number 

Product and Services Inventory Management System ---I 

/ QA Questionable Activity 

1 Revenue Accounting Office 

sots 
SOG 

Service Order Communication System 

Service Order Generator 

SRT / System Readiness Testing 

/ TAG ITI e ecommunications Access Gatewav 

TCIF-7 

TCIF-9 

UAT 

WSM 

Telecommunication Industry Forum-Issue 7 

Telecommunication Industry Forum - Issue 9 

User Acceptance Testing 

Work Station Manager 
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CLEC TEST BED ENVIRONMENT (CTBE) 

Issue 
NO. 

1031-01 

1031.02 

1031-03 

1031-04 

(031-05 

1031.06 

(031.07 

Issue 

fill (AT&T) requested that BST add to the objective 
997’s, rejects, clarifications and completions. 

Provide Phase I, II and III distinctions to reflect what 
function&v will be suuuorted in each uhase. 

Multiple CLECs testing simultaneously. Number of 
CLECs that can test simultaneously is not known at this 
time. Number will be scaleable. 

CLECs questioned if the capacity will be specific to each 
application. CLECs also expressed concern for 
availability of enough test slots given the 60/60 and 
30/30 Test Bed windows. 

60 Days/30 Days prior and post production for Major 
and Minor releases, respectively. CLECs expressed 
concern on how defects will be managed. 

Determine how defects will be managed with the 60/60 
and 30/30 timeframes. 

Determine if regression testing will be supported. 

Dedicated test accounts in production spread over all 
RAOs (dedicated to that region) 

Issue Log 
BST Response 

BellSouth will provide the following when applicable: 

. Acknowledgements 

l Rejects 

n Clarifications 

l Confirmations 

n Pending order statises 

0 Jeopardies 

n Completions 

Full functionality will be delivered at implementation. 

BellSouth will provide 10 simultaneous test slots. 
Slots will not be allocated per application, but across 
all applications. A 90-day window will be provided 
for CTBE on all major releases. BellSouth will 
determine, based on functional changes, whether a 
minor release will be available for testing in CTBE and 
provide the availability window in via CLEC 
notification process. 

New releases will be available 30 days prior to 
production date and 60 days after production date 
pursuant to criteria listed in 1031-03. 

Two issues need to be addressed: 1) pre-prod defects, 
and 2) post-prod defects. What will be process to 
communicate; load to CTBE. 

Regression testing will not be supported 

BellSouth confirms. 
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CLEC TEST BED ENVIRONMENT (CTBE) 

Issue 
NO. 

Issue 
Issue Log 

BST Response 

1031-08 I I Order entry via EDI, and TAG interface (applies to both Interim phase no longer applies. 
Interim and Full Production phases) I 

1031-09 I I LSRs submitted with a desired due date of 30 days in Since this requirement only applied to the Interim 
future (applies to Phase I only) solution, it will be deleted. 

1031-10 I I CLEC pending orders purged after finite number of CLEC pending orders purged _ days after testing 
days completed. 

1031-11 Service orders originate at CLEC premise equipment - 
CLEC is responsible. The connectivity for the test bed 
will be the same for the CLEC as what is supported in 
production for the interface utilized (i.e., if accessing 
LENS via internet, testing for LENS would be supported 
via internet). 

BellSouth confirms 

1 1031-12 Time of operation - Monday through Friday, Sam to 
5pm EST (applies to both Interim and Full Production 
phases) 

Test Bed support will be available to users for 
Monday through Friday, Sam to 5pm ET, excluding 
published holidays. Test cases may be sent Monday 
through Friday, 8am to 8pm ET, excluding published 
holidays, based on OSS availability. 

1031-13 Determine if after hours testing will be supported. No. 

1031.14 Provide list of REQTYl”s/ACT types that will be CTBE will support all REQTPYE/ACTTYI’E 
supported in each phase of the test bed implementation. combinations that are identified in the BBR-LO for the 

release loaded. If a new release implements a new 
REQTPYE/ACTTYl’E, it will be implemented in 
CTBE also. Please consult the BBRLO to determine 
which REQTPYE/ACTTYPE(s) are supported. 

1031-15 I I No backup or redundancy provided for this BellSouth confirms. 
environment. I 
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Issue 
NO. 

ISSUe 

CLEC TEST BED ENVIRONMENT (CTBE) 
Issue Log 

BST Response 

1031.16 Does not replace existing connectivity and interface All parties wishing to test in CTBE must present Test 
certification testing requirements Certification in non-LNP and/or LNP from CLEC 

Certification Test Manager. Access will be dependent 
upon which functionality party has been certified (i.e. 
LNP, Resale, or UNE). CLEC certification testing 
process is currently under revision. 

1031-17 Functional test desk environment that supports pre- The Test Desk/Help Desk functions are being 
order and firm order transactions, TAG and EDI, flow developed and will be covered in project roll-out. 
through and non-flow through transactions. The 
Helpdesk will provide support to the CLECs during 
testing. 

The CLECs recommended that the Help Desk functions 
include: scheduling, assistance on order entry, trouble 
reporting, coding problems, and documentation errors. 

1031-18 Provide clarification on roles and responsibilities of see 1031.17 
Help Desk. Will there be a separate Test Desk? 

1031-19 Ensure that the following two problems in current CLEC User Requirements and CLEC Test Cases will 
testing platform/process will not be present in new Test follow business rules and system requirements for 
Bed: (1) IT Business Requirements conflict with CLEC each release. Test cases will be allowed to process 
User Requirements and Business Rules. Test cases in through to “simulated” completion. 
application testing for TAG won’t get pass edits because 
cases do not mirror business rules and requirements, (2) 
Inability to simulate production environment in current 
test environment because orders aren’t allowed to 
process to completion. 

1031-20 Volume testing not supported BellSouth confirms. 

IssueLOGa.doc 
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Issue 
NO. 

1031-21 

1031-22 

1031.23 

1031.24 

1031-25 

1031.26 

1031-27 

1031.28 

1031.29 Order entry thru FOC; no order completion See 1031-01 

CLEC TEST BED ENVIRONMENT (GTBE) 

Issue 

Issue Log 
BST Response 

Provide CLECs ability to test a release before Pre-production testing in CTBE will start 30 days 
implementation. prior to production and continue to be available 60 

CLECs stated that TAG implementers need 60 days days p&t production. The API Reference Guide will 

from time they receive API and documentation to code. be available 60 days prior to CTBE, and 30 days prior 

They would not be ready to test in the “60 days prior” to CTBE. This should allow CLECs time to complete 

timeframe unless API and documentation are made coding and development prior to or during CTBE 

available 30-60 days prior to start of Test Bed pre- development. 

production timeframe. I 

Ensure that the new Test Bed mirrors production (i.e., See 1031.01. 
need the ability to test the full suite of transactions from 
997, to FOC, Rejects, Clarifications, Rejects, Statuses and 
Completions). 

Investigate the 60/60 and 30/30 davs’ timeframes. See 1031-04 and 1031-03. 

Investigate the ability for a CLEC to test a specific 
scenario at any given time. 

Unscheduled testing will not be supported. 

Investigate the management of the release structure. 
Since BellSouth currently has several APIs active, how 
will the multiple Al’Is be managed in the Test Bed? 
What will be available for testing? 

CLEC testing will be conducted with the most current 
production release. Only one API release (same as 
ENCORE release) will be available at a time in CTBE. 

Determine if impromptu testing will be supported. See 1031.24. 

If a CLEC does not implement all functionality in a See 1031-06. Releases will not remain available on 
release but decides at a later date to implement the CTBE beyond 90 days. 
functionality, determine if a CLEC will be allowed to 
test the functionality at that time, say 3 months later, in 
the Test Bed. 

Determine if the current release and the next release will No. Only one release will be available for testing at 
be available for testing in the new Test Bed. any given time. 30 days prior to production it will be 

the next release and will be the current release 60 days 
post production. 
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CLEC TEST BED ENVIRONMENT (CTBE) 

Issue 
NO. 

Issue 

No billing, no provisioning 

Interim Test Bed deployment by December (will use 

1031-33 Full Test Bed Solution by February, 2001 (incorporate 
copies of production databases) 

1031-34 Use live “test” accounts in production OSSs (applies to 
Phase I only). BST will establish test accounts. 

1031-35 ( Establish shortened defect correction process 

1031-36 1 Formal testirwtbere will be a manazed schedule. 

1031-37 Confirm if a CLEC can randomly send in test 
transactions or will they have access to Test Bed only 

1 thc+forml, scheduled testing. 

1031.38 Provide clarification on whether connectivity, 
application and validation testing will be conducted in 

1031.39 Determine if production date will be slipped if defects 
are found during CLEC pre-production testing. 

1031-40 Determine if BellSouth will maintain its current testing 
requirements. Provide information on the difference 
between application and validity testing versus the 
functional testing for the Test Bed. 

103141 Confirm if XDSL will be included in Phase III 
implementation. 

103142 Provide a process flow for CLECs to understand the 
steps and what will be required of them. 

Issue Log 
EST Response 

BellSouth confirms. I 

See 1031-08. 

No longer applicable 

Target date for Full Test Bed Solution is 03/31/01. 

BellSouth confirms that “live” test accounts in 
production OSSs will be used Full Test Bed solution. 

see 1031-05. 

B&South confirms. 

BellSoutb will continue to evaluate releases based on 
existing guidelines to determine if production date 
should be impacted. 

See 1031-16. 
I 

XDSL will not be supported in Full Test Bed solution. 

Process flow will be provided with application 
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CLEC TEST BED ENVIRONMENT (CTBE) 

1031-43 The Interim Test Bed solution utilizes production 
application platforms to allow CLECs to begin testing 
before the end of 2000. 

The full test bed solution will comprise test bed versions 
of Encore applications, but continue to rely on 
production OSS platforms. 

Refer to “CLEC Test Bed Overview” presentation for 
architecture diagrams. 

1031-44 Planning Dates 

Interim Test Bed Solution 

LNP Capability 

Full Test Bed Solution 

December 2000 

January 2001 

Februaw 2001 

IssueLOGa.doc 

Issue Log . ’ 
BST Response 

Interim Test Bed no longer applicable. BellSouth 
confirms that the full test bed will be comprised of test 
bed versions of Encore applications, but continue to 
rely on production OSS platforms. 

Bed Solution targeted for 03/31/01 

- 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Eradbury,J M (Jay) - LGA 
Monday, February 19.2001 3:29 PM 
‘Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com’; Alan.Flanigan@twtelecom.com; 
Andrew.Broder@lightyearcom.com; Annette.Cook@espire.net; annettey@lightyearcom.com; 
apateld@telcordia.com; ASamson@birch.com; AZerillo@birch.com; 
BellSouth@quintessent.net; best2@surfsouthcom; billg@telcordia.com; 
blsinterfacecontrol@kpmg.com; bmurdo@KMCTELECOM.com; Bobik,Richard A - NCAM; 
Bradbuiy,J M (Jay) - LGA; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
bwellman@idstelcom.com; c-and-m@bellsouth.net; carl.taylor@lecstar.com; 
cassandrap@networktelephone.net; Catherine.Gray@allteI.com; 
cchiavatti@usatelecominc.com; cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; cflanigan@uslec.com; 
changecontrol.bellsouth@onepointcom.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; 
charrison@mpowercom.com; chaynes@trivergent.com; cheryl@eatel.com; 
Cheryl-acosta@stratosoilandgas.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; 
clhawk@KMCTELECOM.com; CoDavis@covad.com; colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com; 
Connie@albionconnect.com; conniec@arrowcom.com; Craig@exceleron.com; 
Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; csti@bellsouth.net; 
daddymax@netbci.com; david.burley@wcom.com; DDougherty@birch.com; 
Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; default.user@bellsouth.com; DElliott@connectsouth.com; 
desiree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; dgraham@mantiss.com; 
dkane@aspiretelecom.com; dlasher@eflia.com; dmcmanus@trivergent.com; 
DoBeck@MediaOne.com; don@amexcomm.com; donnas@intetech.com; 
Doreen.E.Raia@wcom.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; drodrigu@accessone.cc; 
Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; Farnell,Edward - Broadband; 
EGunn@birch.com; Ellen.Neis@mail.sprint.com; Elliot.Wrann@dsl.net; eodell@dset.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; ESaeed@northpoint.net; ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; Faye.Restaino@dsl.net; fjohnson@covad.com; frankb@cellone- 
ms.com; Gary@CSll.net; generalg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; 
gerrig@lightyearcom.com; Glenn.Sonnier@usunwired.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; 
heidi.a.crow@mail.sprint.com; Hwhittington@mpowercom.com; 
jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; jayala@rhythms.net; jbritton@phonesforalI.com; Jdavid4715 
@aol.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; 
Jeff.Walker@accesscomm.com; jfuller@fairpoint.com; JG6837@ctmail.snet,com; 
jhoze@KMCTELECOM.com; jim.lee@dsl.net; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; 
jjohnsonQidstelcom.com; jmclau@KMCTELECOM.com; JMMaxwell@lntermedia.com; 
jnovo@mpowercom.com; JoanC@networktelephone.net; joanneb@networktelephone.net; 
JOliver@birch.com; jrwilliamson@att.com; JtWilson2@attcom; JWilwerding@birch.com; 
karen.grim@mail.sprint.com; karind@covad.com; Katherine.Hudler@espire.net; 
Kathryn.Phipps@btitele.com; kcooper@eftia.com; kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; 
Kevin@albionconnect.com; khudson@nextlink.com; Kimberly.O.Williams@MCl.com; 
KKester@STIS.com; kmarshall@telstar.org; kmiller@northpointcom.com; 
KPollard@birch.com; kschwart@covad.com; KUchida@northpoint.net; launch- 
now.notify@cscoe.accenture.com; lavernek@arrowcom.com; Idavidov@dset.com; 
Igriffi@lightyearcom.com; Ihall@floridadigital.net; LHinton@PrismCSI.net; 
linda@networkonecom.com; lisa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; 
Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; lynn@mfn.net; Mandy.S.Jenkins@alltel.com; 
mark@annox.com; Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; marybethkeane@kpmg.com; 
mcbrunnhilde@juno.com; mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; mdominick@trivergent.com; 
mer@networkwcs.com; michael.dekorte@lightyearcom.com; 
Michelle.Boger@lightyearcom.com; Micki.Jones@wcom.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mike.norris@mindspring.com; mmclaughlin@dset.com; MPatyk@connectsouth.com; 
msykes@telcordia.com; mt721O@momail.sbc.com; Nancy.Watt@RHTelCo.com; 
ngiugno@kpmg.com; Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; PBarker@aol.com; 
PBohn@MediaOne.com; Pkinghorn@eztalktelephone.com; PPinick@birch.com; 
prehm@nighmre.com; prichardson@trivergent.com; rbennett@floridadigital.net; 
rbreckin@telcordia.com; rbuffa@interloop.net; Rdupraw@mpowercom.com; 
Renee.Clark@espire.net; Renee.Clift@dsl.net; reym@networktelephone.net; 
rhonda.calvert@adelphiacom.com; robert@alternativephone.com; 
Ronald.Klamer@wcom.com; ronald.l.thompson@xo.com; rpwhite@z-tel.com; 
rszczepanski@kpmg.com; ruth@mfn.net; sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; 
sandra.k.evans@openmarl.mail.sprint.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; sangelo@bellsouth.net; 
sbowling@caprock.com; schula.hobbs@dsl.net; Selange.Roberts@espire.net; 
shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; sharon.russo@btitele.com; 
sjenning@nowcommunications.com; SLively@trivergent.com; smason@interloop.net; 
smoore@trivergent.com; smurray@rhythms.net; snole@kpmg.com; 
srober@KMCTELECOM.com; ssmith@dset.com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
steve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com; suee@lightyearcom.com; svc-gate@telcordia.com; 



To: 

%+,: 

swargo@rhythms.net; Taldinger@mpowercom.com; talleylinda@n.. -_r. 
tami.m.swenson@accenture.com; Tanya.Finney@espire.net; TAYLORJGGL?t.COM; 
t imw@networkonecom.com; Travis.Tindal@oml .al.bst.bls.com; TJStokes@trivergent.com; 
TLA@MAGICNET.NET; tmontemayer@mantiss.com; Todd@CSll.net; 
trsmith@trivergent.com; tsl336@sbc.com; TThompsonZ@broadband.att.com; 
Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; wendy.hernandez@RHTelCo.com; 
Will iamsal@cepb.com; wmknapek@lntermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; nperrio@kpmg.com; amanda.hil l@wcom.com; 
Fred.Brigham@wcom.com; li johnso@covad.com; tnphone@home.com; 
cbnaadmin@home.com; Christine.Schnelle@wcom.com; caren.schaffner@wcom.com 
‘Pate, Ronald’; ‘Marshall, Brent 
RE: 02-21-01 CCP Improvement Mtg Agenda, Working Document 8 CLEC Testbed Issue L 

Change Control, 

I have been able to conduct only a brief review of the "new" working document, however 
that brief review has raised questions. 

The first thing I noticed was that portions of the "baseline" text did not match the 
Version 2.1 document wasted on Februarv 9, 
Version 2.1.A was posted on February 16, 

2001 and dated Februarv 1. I notice that 
iOO1 - perhaps it and the "baseline" test of the 

working document match? I haven't had time to check. 

.Tl 

Also I don't recall any notification that 2.1.A was being posted. Was this posting 
designed to correct the mismatch in posting and publication dates for Version 2.1? 

The working document also does not reflect all of the open issues. Two examples - 
Changing the Process and Dispute Resolution. 

Changing the Process does not contain the full CLEC position that I provided as the CLEC's 
representative during the construction of the e-mail ballot and that has been confirmed 
twice since the January 10, 2001 as being the current CLEC Recommendation. 

Dispute Resolution reflects only BellSouth's language despite the indication at the 
January 31, 2001 meeting that it and all seven Contested Items from the ballot would be 
discussed in this meeting. Is the CLEC recommendation for the other items also not 
included in the working document? 

I will only be able to join the meeting by telephone from 9 to about lo:30 or 11 am, but 
look forward to the discussion. 

Thanks, 
Jay 

-----0riqinal Messaqe----- 
From: Change.Controi@bridge.bellsouth.com 
lmailto:Chanae.Control@bridae.hellsouth.coml 
Sent: Friday; February 16, 5001 1:38 PM 
To: Alan.Flanigan@twtelecom.com; Andrew.Broder@lightyearcom.com; 
Annette.Cook@espire.net; annettey@lightyearcom.com; 
apatel3@telcordia.com; ASamson@birch.com; AZerillo@birch.com; 
BellSouth@quintessent.net; bestZ@surfsouth.com; billg@telcordia.com; 
blsinterfacecontrol@kpmg.com; bmurdo@KMCTELECOM.com; bobik@att.com: 
bradbury@att.com; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
bwellman@idstelcom.com; c and m@bellsouth.net; carl.taylor@lecstar.com; 
cassandrap@networktelephone.net; Catherine.Gray@alltel.com; 
cchiavatti@usatelecominc.com; cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; 
cflanigan@uslec.com; changecontrol.bellsouth@onepointcom.com; 
Chapmanwe@cepb.com; charrison@mpowercom.com; chaynes@trivergent.com; 
cheryl@eatel.com; cheryl_acosta@stratosoilandgas.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; 
christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; c lhawk@KMCTELECOM.com; CoDavis@covad.com; 
colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com; Connie@albionconnect.com; 
-onniec@arrowcom.com; Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.com; 
CSteele@nuitele.com; csti@bellsouth.net; daddymax@netbci.com; 
david.burley@wcom.com; DDougherty@birch.com; Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com: 
default.user@bellsouth.com; DElliott@connectsouth.com; Docket No. 2000-465 
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desiree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dgraham@mantiss.com; dkane@aspiretelecom.com; dlasher@eftia.com; 
dmcmanus@trivergent.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.com; don@amexcomm.com; 
donnas@intetech.com; Doreen.E.Raia@wcom.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodriqu@accessone.cc; Dwiqht.Scrivener@wcom.com; ed.ramsden@cc.qte.com; 

' EFarneil@broadband.att.com; EGunn@birch.com; Ellen.Neis@mail.sprint.com; 
Elliot.Wrann@dsl.net: eodell@dset.com: eDadfield@nextlink.com: 
ESaeed@northpoint.net; ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; Faye.Restaino@dsl.net; f johnson@covad.com; 
frankb@cellone-ms.com; Gary@CSII.net; generalg@cris.com; 
george@accesscomm.com; gerrig@lightyearcom.com; 
Glenn.Sonnier@usunwired.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; 
heidi.a.crow@mail.sprint.com; Hwhitt ington@mpowercom.com; 
jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; jayala@rhythms.net; 
jbritton@phonesforall.com; Jdavid4715@aol.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; Jeff.Walker@accesscomm.com; 
jfuller@fairpoint.com; JG6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@KMCTELECOM.com; 
jim.lee@dsl.net; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; jjohnson@idstelcom.com; 
jmclau@KMCTELECOM.com; JMMaxwell@Intermedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.com; 
JoanC@networktelephone.net; joanneb@networktelephone.net; 
JOliver@birch.com; jrwilliamson@att.com; JtWilsonZ@att.com; 
JWilwerding@birch.com; karen.grim@mail.sprint.com; karind@covad.com; 
Katherine.Hudler@espire.net; Kathryn.Phipps@btitele.com; 
kcooper@eftia.com; kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; 
Kevin@albionconnect.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
Kimberly.O.Will iams@MCI.com; KKester@STIS.com; kmarshall@telstar.org; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; KPollard@birch.com; kschwart@covad.com; 
KUchida@northpoint.net; launch-now.notify@cscoe.accenture.com; 
lavernek@arrowcom.com; ldavidov@dset.com; lgriffi@lightyearcom.com; 
lhall@floridadigital.net; LHinton@PrismCSI.net; l inda@networkonecom.com; 
l isa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; 
lynn@mfn.net; Mandy.S.Jenkins@alltel.com; mark@annox.com; 
Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; marybethkeane@kpmg.com; mcbrunnhilde@juno.com; 
nconquest@itcdeltacom.com; mdominick@trivergent.com; mer@networkwcs.com; 
.nichael.dekorte@lightyearcom.com; Michelle.Boger@lightyearcom.com; 
Micki.Jones@wcom.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mike.norris@mindspring.com; mmclaughlin@dset.com; 
MPatyk@connectsouth.com; msykes@telcordia.com; mt7210@momail.sbc.com; 
Nancy.Watt@RHTelCo.com; ngiugno@kpmg.com; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
Pkinghorn@eztalktelephone.com; PPinick@birch.com; prehm@niuhtfire.com; 
prichardson@trivergent.com; rbennett@floridadigital.net; 
rbreckin@telcordia.com; rbuffa@interloop.net; Rdupraw@mpowercom.com; 
Renee.Clark@esRire.net; Renee.Clift@dsl.net; revm@networktelel3hone,net: 
rhonda.calvert@adelphiacom.com; robert@alternativephone.com; 
Ronald.Klamer@wcom.com; ronald.l.thompson@xo.com; rpwhite@z-tel.com; 
rszczepanski@kpmg.com; ruth@mfn.net; sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; 
sandra.k.evans@openmail.mail.sprint.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sangelo@bellsouth.net; sbowling@caprock.com; schula.hobbs@dsl.net; 
Selange.Roberts@espire.net; shane@eatel.com; 
sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; sharon.russo@btitele.com; 
sjenning@nowcommunications.com; SLively@trivergent.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@trivergent.com; sinurray@rhythms.net; 
snole@kpmg.com; srober@KMCTELECOM.com; ssmith@dset.com; 
SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; steve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com; 
suee@liqhtvearcom.com; svc-qate@telcordia.com: swarao@rhvthms.net; 
Taldinger@mpowercom.com; taileylinda@mindspring.comi - 
tami.m.swenson@accenture.com; Tanya.Finney@espire.net; TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; 
t imw@networkonecom.com; Travis.Tindal@oml.al.bst.bls.com; 
TJStokes@trivergent.com; TLA@MAGICNET.NET; tmontemayer@mantiss.com; 
Todd@CSII.net: trsmith@triveraent.com: tsl336@sbc,com: 
TThompsonZ@broadband.att.com;~Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; usfioridaoss@kpmg.com; 

: 
endy.hernandez@RHTelCo.com; Will iamsal@cepb.com; 

Mnknapek@Intermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; Yvette.Brown@espire.net; 
nperrio@kpmg.com; amanda.hil l@wcom.com; Fred.Brigham@wcom.com; 
li johnso@covad.com; tnphone@home.com; cbnaadmin@home.com; Docket No. 2000-465 
Christine.Schnelle@wcom.com; caren.schaffnerewcom.com 
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Subject: ID: 02-21-01 CCP Improvement Mtg Agenda, Working Document & 
CLEC Testbed Issue Log 

,' CLECs, 

Attached is the agenda for the CCP Improvement Meeting, scheduled for 
02-21-01 in Atlanta at the BellSouth Center. 

In addition, included is a "new" version of the working document (colored) 
that will be used during the discussion. This document has been updated 
to include those items that were balloted and voted on by the CLECs as 
well as issues that remain "open". Please note that some "cosmetic" changes 
were made to this document, such as changing the terminology 
"defects/expedites" to read "Defects and Expedites" or defects and/or expedited 
features where appropriate. This was done to support agreed upon changes 
from the 01-10-01 meeting. 

Also attached is a copy of the CLEC Testbed issue log that will be discussed 
at the 02-21 meeting. 

Please let us know if you have any questions. 

Thanks. 

Change Control Team 
Distributed Message 

Message sent by: Change Control /m6,mail6a 

To unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
List Manager /ml,mailla with the Subject line: UNSUBSCRIBE CCP 

"or online help, send a message with the subject HELP. 

4 
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Change Control Statuses - Prioritization Ranking Status - BellSouth Interconnection Servi.. Page 1 of3 

Bellsouth 0 
interconnection 
7 services 
jl_- ._--~^-~- 

> Change Control Statuses > > 
: Network Information 

,$ Notifications Implemented Change Requests 1999 - 2000 
I: News 8 Events 

; Markets 

Training 

Date Title 
December 2000 
12llB/2000 CR0236 Incorrect Calculation of Due Date Intervals for PICILPIC 

12/18/2000 CR0226 -Calculate Correct Due Date Intervals 

12/18/2000 CR0193 TAG Hardware/Software upgrade to UNIX 11.0 Platform 

12/12/2000 CR0211 - Different Information displayed on TAG than LENS 

12/12/2000 CR0194 - Missing Interval Guide for Port/Loop Combos 

12/11/2000 CR0216 NPORD Date for FOC (Issue 7) 

12,11,2000 CR0230 NPORD Defect 

12/11/2000 CR0219 - Due Date Intervals for LNP with Loop (REQTYP 66) 

12/11/2000 CR0091 - Add DFDT to the FOC 

12/11/2000 CR0068 - pipe Cross USOC 

12/08/2000 CR0131 - Split Billing Requests 

November 2000 
11/21/2000 CR0224 Invalid error message on REQTW M for Line class of Svc 

11,21,2000 CR0214 Doc”mentat,on error on 2 w,re “NE-P Bus/Res/PBX 
document 

11~20~2000 CR0204 - LESOG Not Processing REQIYP 3B/ACT=A Correctly 

ll,20,2000 CR0203 LESOG Should Allow Manual Handling Instead of Auto- 
Clarifying 

11/20/2000 CR0045 -Strip Non-Resellable USOCs 

11,20,2000 EDI020900_001 Electromcally Order Routinq to OS/DA 

11,14,2000 CR0162 OTN Defect Issue 7 

11/14/2000 CR0148 LESOG not recoqnlmq disposition of addllforeign listing 

11/14/2000 CR0136 - Address valldatlng in LENS but not in TAG Old RSAG 

11,14,2000 CR0126 - LESOG not pulling the correct CFN number for enhanced 
MMC 

11/14/2000 CR0108 Listings over the number of 2 not shown on LSR or order 

11/14/2000 CR0073 LEO not pulling Ported Number on FOC/CN 

11,14,2000 CR0024 LOCNUM = HT = TN not found on CSR or LSR 

October 2000 
10/27/2000 CR0191 - Suppress the premise wit indicator Docket No. 2000-465 
10/27/2000 CR0188 Release 7.1 Caused Defects JMB-R16 
10/26/2000 CR0205 Listing Order Defect Page 9 of 29 
10,23,2000 CR0150 -Add NPT Data Element to the ESDQ Query 

10/23/2000 CR0147 - Seasonal Suspend 

12/20/2000 



Change Control Statuses - Prioritization Ranking Status - BellSouth Interconnection Servi.. Page 2 of3 

10/16/2000 CR0187 LESOG should recognize street directional for validation 

10/16/2000 CR0167 - Incorrect Circuit # on FOC 

10/16/2000 CR0163 - LESOG should not bring over FIDS on line USOCs 

10/16/2000 CR0109 - GA 912/229/478 NPA Sphts 

10/10/2000 CR0134 TN Reservation Display of Switch CLLI 

10/10/2000 CR0106 - Delay Sunset of LSOG 2 XDSL Ordering via Fax 

10/06/2000 TAG011700~001 - Migration As Specified for OSS99 

lOlOb/ CR0125 Change order to add a “CA and RJllC in LENS 

10/06/2000 CR0124 LESOG to cancel N&D if unsuccessful in generating both 

10/06/2000 CR0102 NUM = TELNO = ACCT is Final Reject 

10/06/2000 CR0089 - TN Reservation via LENS 

10/06/2000 CR0081 - LESOG Populating incorrect due date interval 

10/09/2000 CR0061 - Implement NC Overlay for 704/980 

10/09/2000 CR0060 -Implement Kentucky NPA Split (606/859) 

10/02/2000 CR0153 - Electromc Ordering of CO Based Line Sharing 

10/02/2000 CR0129 - LESOG Failing to apply ZRTI to Orders 

10,02,2000 CR0118 Remove Housenumpre‘ix for TAG API 2.2.0.10 

10/02/2000 CR0116 Premise Visit Indicator 

10/02/2000 CR0115 Parbal Pre-Order Query Due Date Calculation 

10/02/2000 CR0112 - Conversion As Is-ACT W Defect 

10/02/2000 CR0159 Documentation Discrepancies in BBR-LO Issue 9G 

lOlO2l2000 CR0117 Update TAG Issue 7 Map Due Date Calculation Tables 

August2000 
08,29,2000 CR0092 DFDT & CHC 

08/29/2000 CR0077 - Subscription Version Cancellations 

08/29/1999 LSR0623990001 Workflow Mechanizabon 

08/22/2000 CR0119 - LESOG Auto-Clarifying NUM=TELNO=TN not in CRIS 

08/22/2000 CR0047 Display Enhanced MemoryCall Access Number in LENS 

08/16/2000 ED10812990001 - EDI Ordering for Unbundled xDSL Loops 

08/16/2000 TAG0812990002 - Pre-Order Loop Inquiry 

08/14/2000 CR0076 - Generate Port Side of Order when Adding Line 

08/14/2000 CR0075 LESOG 1s Clarifying for 1MBFE in Error 

08/14/2000 CR0071 ECCKT data on FOCICN 

08/14/2000 05S011300~001 Migrabon as Specified for OSS99 

08/07/2000 CR0084 - TAG 2.2.0.8 Security Exception Error Defect 

08/03/2000 CR0062 - ReqTyp PJTOS 2nd Char of E 

July 2000 
07/28/2000 CR0067 Call Return Invalid with Class of Service USOC UEPRX 

07/12/2000 CR0022 Flow Through Matrix 

June2000 
06/17/2000 CR0060 - Implement Kentucky NPA Split (606/859) Docket No. 2000-465 
Obll6/2000 CR0084 -TAG Unknown Security Exception Types JMB-R16 
May2000 Page 10 of 29 

12/20/2000 
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05/23/2000 CR0054 Versionin Defect 5.23.00 

05/07/2000 CR0006 YPQTY WPQTY 

April 2000 
04/30/2000 CR0007 VER Field on Rejected LSRs for LNP 

04/29/2000 CR0019 ECCKT Defect 

04/18/2000 CR0024 - Hunt Group Defect on a Separate CSR 

04/18/2000 CR0011 LENS Directory Defect 

04/15/2000 CR0026 NC Code not populating on Tag Loop Order 

March 2000 
03/23/2000 CR0004 - Line Class of Serwce 

03/01/2000 CR0001 - Room Field Defect 

February 2000 
02/03/2000 ALL020900-002 6 - Character Yellow Page Heading (YPH) Code 

1999 
12/1999 TAG0907990001 -TAG Pre-Order DOC Enhancements 

08/12/1999 LEO812990001 Error Code List Note Modihcation 

home - about us - resources a forms a cur&xner support - help 
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PdlSoLlti> ‘I 
Interconnection 
? services 
/ ,~ _.__. - -_ __ -“.. ------ 

@i3EiiSOUiH’.............. scorch 

i : Products 8 Services 
> Change Control Process >> 

I Network Information 

$ Notifications 2000 Change Requests 
I; News 8 Events 

elect a Month I$] 
i Markets 

Docket No. 2000-465 

$ Training 

JMB-R16 
Page 12 of 29 

Date Title 

December 
12/18/2000 CR0247 Reduce Due Date Interval from 5 to 4 days for SLl in TAG 

12/18/2000 CR0246 LENS/TAG-Ability to view resoldjUNE-P CSRs 

l2/18/2000 CR0245 LENS/TAG/ED1 Manual vs Mechanized Notifntion 

l2/18/2000 ;R$29 Enhance Address Validation in LENS/TAG to Allow Creating New 

l2/18/2000 CR0225 Notes Added to the LACT Field in the BBR 

12/18/2000 CR0215 UNE to UNE Bulk Migrations 

l2/14/2000 CR0244 Establish Standard Call Center Measurements 7 Reports for LCSC 

12,14,2000 CR0243 Class of Service 

12/12/2000 CR0221 Allow User To Populate LQTY in Lens 

12,12,2000 CR0242 Inval,d TNs on CSR Defect 

12/12/2000 CR0241 - CN returned on incorrect LSR “eraon 

12/12/2000 CR0240 LENS Line Class of Service Defect 

12/12/2000 CR0239 LENS Quality of Service Defect 

12/12/2000 CR0238 - Provide Separate E-Mail Notification Lists for System Outages 

12/12/2000 CR0237 Modify Due Date calculation mod to process RECTYP M as UNE 

lZ/l2/2000 CR0236 Incorrect calculation of Due Date intervals for PICILPIC 

lZ/l2/2000 CR0233 RORO field in LEO listed as unused 

l2,12,2000 TAG8120003 - Parsed CSR 

12/11/2000 CR0218 EDI Map Change for Error Text 

12/11/2000 CR0201 Extension of the retirement of TAG 3.1.1.1 

l2/11/2000 CR0186 - Interactive Agent TCIP/SSL 

12,11,2000 CR0177 - Support Value=“D” for Response Type Request (RTR) TAG 

12/11/2000 CR0143 - Notification MDR (Mechanized Disaster Reports) 

12/08/2000 CR0015 ACT of C Change Bask Class of Service 

12,08,2000 CR0014 - Change LENS Screen-“Number of Features to AddlChangelDelete” 

12/05/2000 CR0183 TAG to display TTRA I” IDENT Sectlo” for Number Pooling 

12,05,2000 CR0014 Change LENS Screen on FeatureslServlces Sectjon 

12,04,2000 CR0235 Notif,cat,o” to CLECS When A Number Has Bee” Posted I” Error 

12104/2000 CR0234 Connect Direct Fix 

12/20/2000 
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12/04/2000 CR0232 - Alteration to Bwness Rules 

12/04/2000 CR0183 TAG display the TTRA in unfielded IDENT Secton 

12/01/2000 CR0228 Provide Business Rules for REQNP M and E, ACTTYP 1 

November 
11,27,2000 CR0223 - LENS ACT of” Defect 

11/21/2000 CR0227 Stop auto-clarifying on REQTY’P M from Resale acct w/MAN FID 

11/21/2000 CR0226 - Calculate Correct Due Date Intervals 

11,21,2000 CR0223 LENS ACT of V Defect 

11,20,2000 CR0222 Unknaw” usocs 

11/20/2000 CR0209 Changes to CCP User Registration Form 

11/20/2000 CR0078 Extended Loops (EELS) 

11/20/2000 CR0003 - RPON Flow-Through &Electronic Reject 

11/20/2000 ED11215990001 - TN vs RSAG Validation 

11/16/2000 CR0207 Extension of TAG 3.1.1.1 Sunset Date 

11/13/2000 CR0218 - EDI Map Change for Error Text 

11/13/2000 EDI030300~001 CLEC Test Environment 

11/10/2000 CR0184 - Lens-Ability to View Resold CSR’s 

11/08/2000 CR0213 - LENSILCSC discrepancies on Directory Listings 

11/08/2000 CR0211 Different information displayed on TAG than LENS 

11/08/2000 CR0210 - LENS generating an error on LNA=G when OTN is populated 

11/08/2000 CR0208 -TAG 2.2.x not procewng Digital Loop Orders 

11/08/2000 ED11215990001 -TN vs RSAG Validation 

11/07/2000 CR0176 Allow PIC & LPIC to be Submitted as “No Change” 

11/07/2000 TAG0812990001 Provide CFA via Preorder 

11/06/2000 CR0201 Extension of the Release of TAG 3.1.1.1 

11/06/2000 CR0196 Allow Changes in Directory Delivenes - LENS99 

October 
10,27,2000 CR0190 RSAG Address vs. CSR Address 

10/27/2000 CR0130 - LESOG not responding to “c” order addlng line &features 

10/27/2000 CR0110 - LESOG not populating ZNEA & ZNHC on ACT of N or C 

10/27/2000 CR0050 - LENS 6.3 - # of directories for white & yellow pages 

10/27/2000 CR0181 - Add Grid Values for Dwonnect Nbr Field in TAG 

10/27/2000 CR0180 - API Reference Guide Recommendations-CLEC Notif 

10/27/2000 CR0179 -TAG Navigator to CORBA Bridge 

10/27/2000 CR0178 Provide Solicitated Notifications in TAG 

10/26/2000 CR0206 LNP Qualifier Defect Docket No. 2000-465 
10/24/2000 CR0040 - Order Tracking Request 

10/24~2000 CR0038 - TOS Field on ReqTyp 1 

JMB-R16 
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10/24/2000 CR0029 Partial Migration of UNE Loops 

10/24/2000 CR0016 51 Enhancement for SL1, SLZ, DSO, DSl and ISDN 

10/24/2000 CR0002 Pi-e-Order/Order Business Rule Discrepancies 

10/24/2000 EDI - Use of LEANILEATN Fields 

10/24/2000 ED10812990005 Handling of Remaining Service 

10/24/2000 ED10812990004 Change Main Account Number 

10/23/2000 CR0194 Missing Interval Guide for Port/Loop Combos (UNE-P) 

12/20/2000 
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10/23/2000 CROlSl- Error CodeDefect 

10/23/2000 CR0135 - Merging of Accounts 

10/16/2000 CR0165 Discrepancies in BellSouth Guidelines - LNUM Field on Loop 
Service Page 

10/16/2000 CR0143 - Notification of Mechanized Disaster Reports 

10/12/2000 CR0198 - Increase Transactron Size Limit 

10/10/2000 CR0197 - Remove LOCNUM from LNA Charts in the BBR-LO 

10/09/2000 CR0104 Lens Large Account Inquiry 

10/06/2000 CR0020 -View Multiple CSRs Simultaneously 

10/05/2000 CR0139 - Update TAG API to Better Relate to Preorder Rules 

lO/O~j2000 CR0053 - Improvements to the BBR-LO 

10/05/2000 CR0160 Flow Through for ReqTyp BB, ACT P &Q for Loop w/LNP 

10/05/2000 CR0149 Modify & Resend FOCs & Clarifications 

10,05,2000 CR0137 Flow Through for ReqTyp CB, ACT P &Q for LNP 

lO/O5/2000 CR0096 LENS Enhancement - Add New Listings 

lO~O5/2000 CR0088 - Mech of Unbundled Network Terminating Wire (UNTW) 

10/05/2000 CR0085 -Web-based LSR 

10/05/2000 CR0031 -Ability to Change Listing Account in LENS 

10/04/2000 CR0171 - Baseline Change Control Document 

10/03/2000 CR0127 - Provide Pending Service Order for CSR via TAG 

10/03/2000 CR0113 LENS Inquiry View Customer Record 

10/03/2000 CR0101 EDI Pre-Ordering 

September 
09/28/2000 CR0152 Electronic Ordering of Payphone Service Orders 

09/28/2000 CR0146 - Default the Listed TN 

09,28,2000 CR0145 Remo”e a Tn from a LENS LSR 

09/28/2000 CR0144 - Add LSR Codes I” LENS 

09,26,2000 CR0166 Cable ID Defect 

09/25/2000 CR0169 - Number Conservation Rules for Number Pooling 

09/25/2000 CR0030 - UNE to UNE Migrations 

09/18/2000 CR0158 -Already pend,“g error message an LSRs 

09/18/2000 CR0157 Need to handle HTG USOCs for all callmg plans on Port/Loop 
Combos 

09,12,2000 CR0132 FIelded Completion 

09/07/2000 CR0133 Migration OF UNE-P 

09/07/2000 CR0105 Drop the RES ID Requirement For xDSL Order 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R16 

09/04/2000 CR0154 Missing Completion Notices Defect 

August 
Page 14 of 29 

CR0142 Remove business reference for RCFRE, RCFRF, RCFRG, RCFRN in 
08l28l2000 LEO.IG 

08ll7l2000 CR0128 Loop/Port Combo for Res/Bus Lines 

08/09/2000 CR0080 LESOG Failmg to %ue Port Loop Combo correctly 

July 
07l28l2000 CR0100 -TAG Failing to accurately calculate Due Dates on Deny/Rester 

07/28/2000 CR0111 - “NE Cannot Generate Class of SK. USOC Error 

http://www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/markets/lec/ccp~live/ccp~ccm~2OOOcr.html 12/20/2000 
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07/17/2000 CR0099 - Order MA’d and Serwce Order Info Deleted 

07/17/2000 CR0098 Re-Calculate Due Date Intervals 

June 
06/29/2000 CR0012 TAFI Functionality via ECTA Interface 

06/27/2000 ORD030200~00l - “NE “IA ASR21 

Ob/20/2000 CR0079 -TAG Requiring INIT on ReqType A 

06/20/2000 CR0074 TAG Requiring enduser address in error 

May 

05/19/2000 CR.0049 - LENS TNs on Bulk Orders 

April 

Page 4 of4 

January 

home a about us * resources - forms. customer support - help 
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I Products 8 Setvices 

i Network Information 
> Cancelled Change Requests >> 

” j Notifications 

I; News 8 Events December 2000 
; Markets 

1: Training 

12/18/2000 CR0156 - Connect:Direct Request 

12/12/2000 CR0065 LENS 6.3 Tutorial 

12/11/2000 CR0217 CSR With 888 USOC 

November 2000 
11/27/2000 CR0231 Inability to view order statuses for UNE-P Conversions in CSOTS 

11/16/2000 CR0192 Pre-Order/Firm Order Data Element Inconsistencies-TCIF 9 

11/15/2000 CR0059 45 day TN Reservation 

11/14/2000 CR0212 Response on Sue Limitation Limit 

11/14/2000 CR0202 - Sup to Cancel Defect Request 

11/14/2000 CR0185 TAGICOF Lead Project Mgr Role Change Request 

11/14/2000 CR0175 TAG CLEC Test Environment Application Support 

11/14/2000 CR0174 - CR LOG - Reference to Application and Release Number 

11/14/2000 CR0173 -Tables in BBR-LO Ref Applicability to TAG Releases 

11/14/2000 CR0023 055’99 Ordermg GuidelInes 

11/14/2000 CR0008 YPQTYIWPQTY (1% 7) REQTYP E Reject Code must be 2 numerics 

October 2000 
10/27/2000 CR0093 Electronic Change Notifications 

10/25/2000 CR0095 ECTA-Attribute Vabdation 

10/16/2000 CR0123 - LENS Application Enhancement 

10,16,2000 CR0107 Documentat,on Defect 

10/16/2000 CR0070 Call Forwarding USOC Defect 

10/16/2000 CR0066 lnvalld USOC for Basic Class of Service I CREX7lTN 

10/16/2000 CR0051 LENS application defect 

10/16/2000 CR0039 - FOC not populating order number on Port Order 

10/16/2000 CR0018 - USOC Segmentation Request 

10,10,2000 CR0087 “C” Order Process for UNE-P 

10/09/2000 CR0138 Flelded Completion Notices 

lO/O9/2000 CR0027 Displaying Directory lnformatun on FOC Docket No. 2000465 
lO~O9/2000 CR0044 LENS Application Enhancement 

10/06/2000 ORD032700KOOl Post-FOC Clariflcatlon 

JMB-R16 
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10/06/2000 CR0155 Ringmaster Defect 

10/06/2000 CR0121 Discrepancies in BellSouth Guidelines CG LSOR-002 

10/06/2000 CR0120 SOCS RT60 Invalid NPA NXX for Routing Sub 001 

10/06/2000 CR0114 -TN Reservation Defect 

l~ttp://www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/markets/lec/ccp~live/ccp~can-cha-req.l~tml 12/20/2000 
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10~06/2000 CR0103 - Disconnect of Port Loop Combo going into RECYCLE 

10/06/2000 CR0097 _ LENS Defect 

10/06/2000 CR0072 - LEO not pulling BAN1 from the SO 

10/06/2000 CR0013 - Date Sent/Century Defect (EDI) 

10/06/2000 CR0056 Invalid Sup, Subscription version defect 

September 2000 
09/11/2000 CR0033 EDI M”,t,ple ReqTyp Enhancement 

09/07/2000 CR0140 - Update the Due Date Calculation Tables 

August 2000 
08/04/2000 CR0046 ED1 Reject Process Modification 

08/01/2000 CR0052 WSOP F,eld Reqwrements 

July 2000 
07/28/2000 EDI - Pre-Order Digital Loop Qua\. EDI &TAG 

07/28/2000 ED10812990006 Mechanization of XDSL Loop5 

07/28/2000 S0TOll200~001 Remarks Section Added to SK. Order Tracking System 

07/28/2000 TAG030900_001 LNA of V Functionality Pre 055’99 

07/28/2000 EDI030200_001 - Modify Line Actlvitles to Abgn with Industry Guidelines 

07/28/2000 CR0005 -TAG Pre-Order Test 

07/28/2000 CR0009 Expand CLLI Code I” the AVQ in TAG Pre-Order 

07/28/2000 CR0010 -TAG Pre-Order unstable results 

07/28/2000 CR0017 - Invalid TOS 

07/28/2000 CR0025 Clarification on ATN Usage Rules 

07/28/2000 CR0028 - LSO2 & LSOG 4 Differences 

07/28/2000 CR0032 TR Reservation 

07/28l2000 CR0034 - Act. Code “T” (EUMI Field) 

07/28/2000 CR0035 One Page Sup for DD Changes 

07/28/2000 CR0036 -Transfer of Call Options INP REQTVP B 

07/28/2000 CR0037 Introductnn of AIN Internet Call Waiting 

07/28/2000 CR0041 Documentation of Interface Changes and Releases 

07/28/2000 CR0042 - Open IWBAN Field on the EU Form 

07/28/2000 CR0043 - Conversmn As-k Error - Invalid USOC 

07/28/2000 CR0048 Fields that cannot be changed on a Supp. 

07/28/2000 CR0057 EDI Issue 9 PON Cancelled on Port/Loop Combo 

07/28/2000 CR0058 Fraud Management Process 

07/28~2000 CR0063 Memory Call-Forwarding Number 

07/28/2000 CR0069 Reserving Telephone Numbers 

07/28/2000 CR0083 Customer Service Record Error Message 

07/28/2000 CR0086 EELS via ASR Docket No. 2000-465 
07,28,2000 CR0094 TAG6015”AL REFNVM=CFA FORMAT INVALID JMB-R16 
07,28,2000 CR0103 Disconnect of Port,Loop Combo into RECYCLE Page 17 of 29 
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Directory Listing (DL) 

Administrative Section 
CCNA PON 

SC1 SC2 

-, - 

PG OF 
-- 

VER DSRNO ATN AN 
- 

Listing Control Section 
LACT ALI RTY LN TT STYC TOA DOI WPP LOCNUM OLNUM MTN PPTN 
- -- -- -- -- 
DDQTY LTXQTY 
-- 

Listing Indicators Section 
DML NOSL TMKT BRO ADV STR DLNM PROF DIRIDL OIRNAME 
__----- - - 
DIRSIJB LID1 LID2 OMSD 

OMSD (continued) 

Listing Instruction Section 
LTN 

LNLN (continued) 

LNFN (continued) 

NSTN OMTN LEX 

Ror\s*li - - 

DES 

TL TITLE1 TITLE2 NICK PLA 
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LTEXT (continued) 
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- 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2000 5:48 PM 
To: bhamilton@idstelcom.com; bwellman@idstelcom.com; 
david.burley@wcom.com; generalg@cris.com; Jane.Hunter@mail.sprint.com; 
Mae.Means@mail.sprint.com; rlthompson@xo.com; ronald.l.thompson@xo.com; 
sangelo@bellsouth.net; SLively@trivergent.com; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; 
wolfsbrg@cris.com 
Subject: Tentative Parsed CSR Implementation Schedule 
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Parsed CSR Sub Team, 
Tentatlve.txt 

Attached is the tentative implementation schedule for the Parsed 
CSR change request. We are working to better the dates if at all 
possible. 

We plan to have the responses to the outstanding action items to 
you by no later than Friday, December 8. 

Just a reminder to let us know by Wednesday, December 6 if you 
concur with the updated requirements we distributed on 11/21 or 
if you have any questions/comments. The final CLEC Parsed CSR 
requirements will be shared with the CLEC community for feedback 
once the Sub Team has completed their review. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 

Cheryl Storey 
Change Control Team 
205-321-2113 

Page 1 
Docket No. 2000-465 

JMB-RI 8 
Page 2 of 3 



TENTATIVE PARSED CSR 
IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE 

ACTIVITY 

CLEC Requirements Developed 
CLEC Requirements Completed 

ements Distributed 
: Commnnilv 

1 CLEC Requir 

TENTATIVE SCHEDULED ACTUAL COMPLETION 
DATE(s) DATE 

10/3/00 - 11/20/00 11/20/00 
1 l/20/00 - 1216IOO 
1217IOO - 12/S/00 

I 
11/27/00-04/10/01 

leetinn I I l/27/00 - 12/l/00 1 l/27/00 
1 l/27/00 - 12/29/00 
1 l/27100 - 04/10/01 

uirements BLR 

Y,u....,. Requirements 
Internal Reauirements Baselined 

. . ..-...-. __ -.... g 
emal Impleme”tation 
ternal Testing Phase 

Process Implementation 

t Project Closeout 01/31/02 

1 l/27/01 - 03/30/01 
01/02/01 - 02/19/01 

02/20/o 1 
212lIOl - 04/09/01 

04110/01 
04/l l/O1 - 06118/01 
06/19/01 - 10/01/01 
10/02/01 - 12/01/01 
10/02/01 - 1 l/30/01 

12/l/01 
12/3/01 12/2X/01 - 

12/31/01 

12/22/2000 
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ORDER 

In re: Performance Measurements For Telecommunications Interconnection, Unbundling 
And Resale 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

This matter comas before the Georgia Public Service Commission (“Commission”) 
to establish generic performance measurements for BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., for 
interconnection, unbundling and re&le And to establish appropriate enforcement mechanisms 
for those performance measurements. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

This Commission first held hearings in this docket in November 1997, and has required 
BellSouth to submit performance. reports sinceMay 1998. The pqose of these reports was to assist the 
Commission and the parties in determining whether BellSouth provides nondiscriminatory service to 
CLlXs. BellSouth’s Service Quality Measurements (“SQM”) originated in 1998 as the result of the 
Commission’s decision in Docket No. 7892-U. Since the Commission issued its order in May 1998, the 
Federal Communications Commission (‘%%c”) has stated more definitively its requirements for an 
adequate performance measurement plan. In addition, the parties have had the time to observe the 
Georgia plan in action, test its effectiveness. and identify many of its strengths and weaknesses. 

,,. 
The Commission initiated this phase of this Docket with a Procedural and Scheduling Order 

issued on June 8, 2000. The Scheduling Order stated that the purpose of this proceeding was to 
establish performance measurements, and to establish appropriate enforcement mechanisms for those 
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performance measurements, for telecommunications interconnection. unbundhng and resale. Given 
the moreextensive experience availablesince the 1997 hearings, the Commission initialed this new 
phase to refine and upgrade the set of performance measures so that it will more clearly reveal 
whether BellSouth is adequately opening its market to competition on a nondiscriminatory basis and 
to adopt a complete remedies plan that will provide adequate consequences should BellSouth fail to 
meet the standards. 

Hearings were held before the Commission on July 57,200O. Briefs were filed by BellSouth 
and the CLEC Coalition (AT&T Communications of the Southern States. Inc., Broadslate Networks, 
Inc., DIECA Communications, Inc. &b/a Covad Communications Company, ICG Telecom Group, 
Inc. and Intermedia Communications, Inc., I l?ZDeItaCom Telecommunications, Inc., MediaOne 
Telecommunications of Georgia, LLC., NewSouth Communications Corp., Rhythms Links, Inc., The 
Southeastern Competitive Carriers Association, US LEC Corp., WorldCorn, Inc., and Z-Tel 
Communications, Inc.). 

B. Jurisdiction 

The Commission has general authority and jurisdiction over the subject matter of this 
proceeding, conferred upon the Commission by Georgia’s Telecommunications and Competition 
Development Act of 1995 (Georgia Act), O.C.G.A. $146-5-160 et seq., and generally O.C.G.A. $5 
46-l-l et seq., 46-2-20.46-2-21, and 46-2-23. Under the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 
(Federal Act), State Commission’s are also authorized to set terms and conditions for interconnection 
and access to unbundled elements pursuant to Sections 251 and 252 of the Federal Act. 

II. FIM)INGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

There are three basic parts to a comprehensive performance plan: An appropriate set of 
performance measurements; an appropriate set of benchmarks and retail analogs to apply to those 
measurements; and, a remedy plan to ensure compliance with the performance goals. 

A. Performance Measures. 

A well-defined, effective and meaningful set of performance measurements is essential in 
order to provide the Commission with the information necessary to assess BellSouth’s service to 
CLECs. This includes comparative measurements that monitor all areas of support, &., pre- 
ordering, ordering, provisioning, collocation, maintenance and repair, operator services, directory 
assistance, E911, trunk group performance, and billing. Measurements and appropriate 
methodologies must be documented in detail so that clarity exists regarding what will be measured, 
how it will be measured, and in what situations a particular event may be excluded from monitoring. 
Measurement results must be sufficiently disaggregated so that only the results for similar 
operational conditions are compared and so that the results will not mask discrimination. 
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1. BST Proposed SQM 

BellSouth has proposed a set of SQM lo the Commission. BellSouth’s SQM covers 9 
different functional categories including: Pre-ordering; ordering; provisioning; maintenance and 
repair; billing; operator services and directory assistance; E911; trunk group performance; and, 
collocation. Coon, Tr. at 99. BellSouth states that each of these categories corresponds to a function 
on which BellSouth’s performance to CLECs should be measured. Within each of these functional 
categories BellSouth pr0poses.a series of measurements. Each measurement is broken down into 10 
categories including: The measurement itself; a definition of the measure; any exclusions to the 
measure; business rules; levels of disaggregation: a calculation of the measurement; report structure; 
data retained relating to CLEC experience; data retained relating to BST experience; and, retail 
analog/benchmark. Coon, Tr. at 100. BellSouth asserts that these 10 categories provide all of the 
information necessary to understand the measurement, analyze the result of the measurement, and 
assess performance against the retail analogue or benchmark. BellSouth states that the format of the 
SQM is comparable to that of both’the Bell Atlantic plan and the Southwestern Bell plan. Coon, Tr. 
at 100-01. 

BellSouth states that in addition to adopting BellSouth’s cutrent SQM, the Commission 
should adopt the five additional measurements that BellSouth is in the process of adding to the SQM. 
The five additional measures are: 

(1) Service Inquiry with Firm Order (Manual); 
(2) Loop Makeup Inquiry (Manual and Electronic); 
(3) Timeliness of Change Management Notice; 
(4) Percent Functional Acknowledgments Returned On Time; and, 
(5) Percent Troubles. W.ithin 7 Days of a Hot Cut. 

In addition, BellSouth has added a measure for Hot Cut Timeliness Percentage Within 
Interval and Average Interval @%A. BST Ex. 1) to the SQM. BellSouth also states that it is in the 
process of adding additional levels of disaggregation to the current SQM to break out xDSL loops, 
ISDN unbundled loops, and line.sha.ring. Coon, Tr. at 107. Finally, BellSouth states that it has 
revised its Trunk Blockage Report. BellSouth Exhibits 1 and 2; Coon, Tr. at 150. 

After considering BellSouth’s proposal and the testimony and arguments presented in this 
matter, the Commission hereby approves the use of BellSouth’s proposed SQM as modified below in 
Table 1. Any of BellSouth’s proposed SQMs not listed below and not otherwise addressed in this 
order are approved. 
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TABLE 1 

BST Proposed SQMs 
ervice Inquiry with Firm Order (Manual) 

oop Make Up Inquiry (Manual and Electronic) 

imdiness of Change Management Notices and 
locumentation 

St 

L 

T 
c 

P 

P 
L- 

C 

P 

ercent FAs Returned On Time 

ercent Troubles Within 7 days of a HOT CUT. 

KS-1 Avg. Response Time and Response Interval 

-1 Percent Flow Through Service Request 
. I 

( l-6 Reject Interval 

Commission Determination 

Adopt BST SQM: 

Benchmark: 95% returned within 5 business days. 
See Table 2 for Average Response Time to LMU information 
(Manual and Electronic). 
Adopt this BST SQM. 30 days after this order Change 
Management Team shall file with the Commission the interval 
to include in this measure. 

See Table 2 for Acknowledgment Timeliness. 

Adopt BST SQM. 

Adopt this SQM with the following Business Role change: 
The response interval starts when the client application 
(LENS or TAG for CLECs and RN.5 for BST) submits a 
request to the legacy system and ends when Ihe appropriate 
response is returned to the client application. 
Adopt this SQM with the following addition: 

Add the following mwure to the flow-through report: 

BellSouth Achieved FlowThrouah 

Issued Service Orders 
Total Mech. LSR’s- [(Auto Clarify)+(CLEC fallout)] x 100 

The Commission includes the current CLEC Error Excluded 
Calculation in the VSEEM III Plan. 
BST and the CLECs shall form an Improvement Task Force. 
This Task force shall jointly prepare an implementation 
report. that includes implementation target dates to eliminate 
the high BellSouth Caused Failures and the designed manual 
fallout for electronically submitted LSR’s. This repon shall 
be filed with the Commission 3 months after the date of this 
Commission Order. 

BST is ordered to resume reporting its retail business flow- 
through results and provide data hack to May of 2ooO. 

Adopt this SQM with the following amendments: 

Fully Mechanized: The elapsed time form receipt of a vahd 
electronically subrmtted LSR (date and time stamp in EDI. 
LENS or TAG) until the LSR is rejected (date and time stamp 
or reject in EDI. TAG OR LENS). Auto Clarifications are 
considered in the Fully Mechanized Categoory. 
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3-l FOC Timeliness 

3-9 LNP- Percent Rejected Service Requests 
3-10 LNP- Reject Interval Distribution & Average Reject 
Interval 
D-l I LNP- FOC Timeliness Interval Distribution & FOC 
Average Interval 
P-IO LNP Missed Installation Appointments 
P-2 Average Jeopardy Notice Interval &  %  of Orders Given a 
Jeopardy Notice 
P-5 Average Completion Notice Interval 
P-l I LNP Disconnect Timeliness 
P-12 LNP Total Service Order Cycle Time 
P-5 Average Completion Notice Interval 

P-8 Total Service Order Cycle Time 

MR.3 Maintenance Average Duration 

P-9 Service Order Accuracy 

C-l Average Response Time 

-T- 

I 

I 

i 

Partially Mechanwzd: The las~ sentence should read. ‘The 
itop time on partially mechanized LSRs is when the LCSC 
jervice Represemativc clarifies the LSR back to the CLEC 
via (LENS. EDI or TAG).” 

The stoo time is meant to represent the time that BST actuallr 
zturos ;he FOC to the CLEti. 
rhese measures should not exclude Non-Mechanized LSRs. 

Adopt tho SQM wirh the following change: 

Business Rules: 
The start t ime is the completion time sramp either by the tield 
technician or the SPM due dare stamp; the end time IS the orne : 
stamo the notice is transmitted to the CLEC Interface (LENS. 
EDI br TAG). 
Adopt the SQM with the following changes: 

Definition: This report measures the total serwce order cycle 
I 1 

time from receipt of a valid se-vice order request to the return / 
of a completlan n&e to the CLEC Interface. 

Business Rules: This measurement combines three reporrs: I 
FOC Timeliness, Average Order Completion Interval and ; 
Average Completion Notice Interval. 

This interval starts with the receipt of a valid service order 
request and stops when a completion nowe is sem 10 the 
CLEC Interface (LENS, TAG or EDI). 
Adopt the SQM with the following Change: 

Exclusions: Delete Trouble Reports greater than 10 days. 
Adopt the SQM with the following Change: 

Benchmark: 95% Accurate 
Adopt with the following changes: 

Definition: Measures the average time (counted in calendar 
days) from receipt of a complete and accurate collocation 
application (includmg receipt of applicaoon fees) to the date 
BellSouth responds in writing. Within 10 calendar days after 
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having received a bona tide application for physical 
COIIOCB~IO~, BellSouth must respond a~ to whetho space is 
available or not. 

Level of Disaggregation: 
Ca&dKhgeless shall be odded. 

Benchmark: 

Now 
Vinusl- 20 Calendar Days 
Physical- 30 Calendar Days 
CagedlCageless- 30 Calendar Days 

:-2 Average Arrangement Time 

w 
Vinual- 10 Calendar Days 
Physical- 20 Calendar Days 
CamfXageless- 20 Calendar Days 
Adopt with the following changes: 

Definition: Measures the average time from receipt of a 
complete and accurate Bona Fide firm order (including receipt 
of appropriate fee) fo the date BST compleles the collocation 
amngetnen1 and notifies the CLEC @xmted in calendar 
days). 

Level of Disaggregation: 
CagedKageless shall be added 

Benchmark: 

VnIal: 
50 Calendar Days (Ordinary) 
IS Calendar Days (Extraordinary) 

Physical/Caged: 
90 Calendar Days 

Cageless: 
60 Calendar Days (Ordinary) 

90 Calendar Days (Extraordinary) 
I 

I-3 Percent Due Dates Missed Adopt with the following changes: 

Level of Disaggregalion: 
CagedKageless shall be added 

Benchmark: 95% on time 
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2. Additional CLEC Proposed SQM 

The CLEC Coalition argues that BellSouth’s SQM are inadequate and do not meet the needs 
of CLECs and the Commission to evaluate the local market. The CLEC Coalition states that the 
BellSouth plan lacks many key measures and has proposed that thirty-nine additional performance 
measurements be added to BellSouth’s SQM. Emch Dir. Ex. 1; Emch Rebuttal Ex. 4. 

The CLEC Coalition states that a comparison of the measures included in theTexas and New 
York plans approved by the FCC demonstrates the inadequacies of the measures currently provided 
by BellSouth. More than 70% of the New York measures are missing from the BellSouth SQM. 
Emch Dir. Ex. 2. Similarly, 48 of the measures in the Texas plan are not included in BellSouth’s 
SQM. Emch Dir. Ex. 3. The deficiencies in BellSouth’s proposal include: Loop hot cuts; software 
issues; xDSL pre-ordering; ordering and provisioning; change management; data base accuracy and 
timely updates; order status completeness; and, billing completeness. Emch Rebuttal 3. The CLEC 
Coalition argues these are significant shortcomings, not minor issues, as BellSouth has contended, 

The Commission agrees that some, but not all, of the CLEC Coalidon’s proposed additional 
SQM should be adopted. After considering the CLEC Coalition’s additional proposed SQM and the 
testimony and arguments presented in this matter, the Commission hereby approves the use of the 
following additional measures as set forth below in Table 2. 

. TABLE 2 

CLEC SQM PROPOSALS 

nerage Response lime far LMU mformalion (MANUAL) 

overage Response Lime for LMU information (ELECTRONIC)- 
DI. TAG, LENS & RoboTAG. 

i 

COMMISSION DETERMINATION 

A) Disaggregation: ADSL. HDSL. Other DSL and Line 
Sharing. 

B) LMU Information: BST shall deliver all the 
information it has on the makeup of the loop. This 
list may be updated pending the outcome of Docket 
11900-IJ 

C) Benchmark 
95% in 3 business days 

A) Disaggregation: ADSL. HDSL. Other DSL and Line 
Sharing. 

B) LMU Infomwtron: BST shall deliver all the 
information it has an the makeup of the loop. This 
list may be updated pending the outcome of Docket 
I lPL%u. 

C) Benchmark 
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4cknoalcdgment Timeliness (ELECTRONIC 

4cknowledgmcnt Completeness 
:Fully Mechanized. Partially Mechanized and Total Mechanized) 

Firm Order Conftrmation and Reject Responx Completeness. 

Yimcliness ai Rcsponsc to Request for BST- to CLEC Trunks 
Mean Time to Provide Response 
I Within 7 days 
%  Negative Respanses 

Percent Completiod Attempts without notice or wth Less than 24 
hours notice. 

Percent Service Loss for Early Cuts 
Percent Service Loss for late Curs 

I- 

I 
\ 

90% within 5 minutes. 
6 months - 95% within 1 minute. 

A) Functional Acknowledgment Response interval 

Definition: The correct smut time is the receipt t ime of the 
LSR at BellSouth’s side of the interface (gateway). The 
end time is when theacknowledement is transmitted by 
BellSouth nt BellSouth’s side o&he interface (gateway). 

B) Exclusions: none 

C) Benchmark: @y&J& 
EDI- 90% within 30 minutes. 95% within 30 minutes. 
TAG- 95% within 30 minutes. 
A) Percent of Functional Acknowledgments Returned 

)efiniti~n:Thismwrjurementpr”vides~epercentofLSRsrereived 
$s ED1 or TAG, which are ackn”\vled& elccuonically. 

B) Exclusions: none 

C) Benchmark: 100% Returned 
Adopt the CLEC SQM. 

Deletions: 
Business Rules: Everything after and including ILEC 
RXYJUhS. 

Calculatton -Multiple or Differing FOCIReject 
Responses. 

Level of Disaggregation: Volume 

Benchmarlt: 9.5 %  Returned 
DO NOT ADOFf AT THIS TIME. 

Please provide the Commission with the BellSouth’s detailed 
process for Trunk Augmentation. 

Adopt the CLEC SQM. 
Do not report bv MSA. 
Bench&k: DiAGNOSTIC 
DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

ADOPT BST MEASURE P-6A. Coordinated Customer 
Conversion- Hot Cut Timelines %  within Interval and 
Average Interval. 
DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 
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:rcent of Coordinated Cuts Not Working as Initially Provismwd. 

vetage Recovery Tune for Coordmatcd Cuts 

lean Time to Restore a Customer to ILEC 
men! of Customers Restored to ILEC 

T 
DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

THIS INFORMATION WILL BE CAPTURED IN BST 
PROPOSEDPROVISIONINGTROUBLES WITHIN 7 
DAYS OF HOT CUT COMPLETION. 
Adopt the CLEC SQM with the following deletions or 
additions: 

I) Exclusion: add Cutovers where service disruptions j 
are due to end-user or CLEC caused reasons. 

2) Delete the business rule For ILEC Results. 
3) Delete BST Aggregate / 

I 
4) Delete MSA and Volume Cateaory. 
5) This measure is Diagnostic. 
DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

Title: %  of cooperative testing attempts for xDSL lines to 
cooperative line tests requested. 

Definition: The loop will be considered cooperatively 
tested when the BellSouth tech places a call to the CLEC 
representative to initiate cooperative testing and jointly 
perform tbc test with the CLEC. 

a) xDSL lines requested for testing by the CLEC but the 
CLEC contact number is incorrect or the CLEC 
representative is not available or not ready for 
testing. 

b) xDSL lines of CLEC who do not request cooperative 
tenting. 

BusinessRules: When a BellSouth tech finishes delivering an 
xDSLLoop at the customer premise. he is to call a toll free 
number to the CLEc’s testing center. The tech and the CLEC 
rep. at the center then test the line. As an example of the type 
of testing pcrforttxd, the testing center may ask the tech to put 
a short on the line. so that the center can run a test to see if it 
can identify the short. 

Calculation: (Total number of successful XDSL cooperative 
test for xDSL lines where cooperative testing was requested)/ 
(Total number of xDSL line tests requested by the CLEC and 
scheduled in the reporting period. 

Report Structure: 
CLEC Aggregate 
CLEC Specific 
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Specific as to the loop type 

Level of Disnggregalion: 
Region 
state 
ADSL 
HDSL 
UCL 
Other DSL 

Percent Completion ol Loop Modifica~ian/Condilionlng on xDSL 
ILXp. 

Benchmark: 95% of requested lines tested. 
DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

Percenr Billing Errors Corrected in X Days 

Usage Timeliness 

Recurring and Non-rccuning Charge Complelencss 

Pcrccnl On-Time Mechanized Local Services lnvoiec Delivery. 

Meantime To Notify CLEC of Network Outages 

The time to perform loop modification/conditioning is 
included in the Order Completion interval for the xDSL 
Loops. 
DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

Adopt CLEC SQM 
BST has 90 days to put lhis measure into production. 

DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

Adopt the CLEC SQM with the following deletions: 

Level of Disaggregation: Delete By Switch and Tandem. 

Average Database Update Inlcrval 
Percent Database Update Accuracy 
NXX and LRNW Loaded by LERG Effective Date 
Notificadon of Interface Outages 

Retail Analog/ Benchmark: Parity by design. 
Adopt CLEC SQM 

Adopt CLEC SQM. 

Timeliness of Change Management Notices Adopt the EST SQM of Timeliness of Change Managemenr 
Timeliness of Final Versions of Documents Associated w/Change 
Average Delay Days for Notices 

Notice with Average Delay Days. 30 days after this order 

Average Delay Days for Documentation 
Change Management Team shall file with the Commission the 
interval to include in this measure. 

I 
DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 9% ILEC vs. CLEC Changes Made 

Accuracy of Change Notices 
Percent So&are Certification Failures 
Software Problem Resahnion Timeliness 
Sofiware Problem Resolution Avg. Delay Days 
Percent Response Commbments Met (On-Time) 

Percentage of Request Processed wirhin 30 Business Days 072 

DO NOT ADOPT AT THIS TIME. 

Adopt CIEC SQM with following change: 
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Percenrage of Quarts provided for Aulhorized DPFUSpccial 
requeslr Within X (IO. 30.60) days. (TX) 

3. Performance Measurements Audit 

Adopt the CLEC SQM wlh the following changes. 

Exclusions: Requests that are subject to pending arbitrakm. ’ 
Retail analoglBenchmark: Change calendar days LO business 
dtlp. 

; 

BellSouth states that its proposed audit policy provides the Commission and the CLBCs with 
adequate audit opportunities to ensure that the data used to measure performance is reliable. 
BellSouth’s Audit Policy states as follows: 

If requested by a  Public Service Commission or by a CLBC exercising contractual 
audit rights, BellSouth will agree to undergo a  comprehensive audit of the aggregate 
level reports for both BellSouth and  the CLBC(s) for each of the next five (5) years 
(2000-2005). to be  conducted by an  independent  third party. The results of that audit 
will be  made  available to all parties subject to proper safeguards to protect 
proprietary information. This aggregate level audit includes the following 
specifications: 

1. The cost shall be  borne 50% by BellSouth and  50% by the 
CLEC or CLBCs; 

2. The independent  third party auditor shall be  selected with 
input from BellSouth, the PSC, if applicable, and  the 
CLEC(s); 

3. BellSouth, thePSC and the CLEC(s) shall jointly determine 
the scope of the audit.” 

BSTEx. 2, Appendix C. Moreover, BellSouth states that it provides the CLBCs with the raw data 
underlying many of the SQMs as well as a  user manual  describing how to manipulate the data into 
reports. Coon, Tr. at 162. The CLBCs can use this raw data to validate the results in the SQM 
reports posed every month on  the BellSouth website. Id- 

Sprint has requested an  audit mechanism that would include “mini-audits” of individual 
measurements.  a  Lenihan Rebuttal, at 2-5. BellSouth argues that Sprint’s proposal is unworkable 
and  would place an  unreasonable burden on BellSouth for little incremental gain over the value of 
BellSouth’s proposed yearly audit. 

The Commission adopts BellSouth’s audit proposal with the following change: Revise 
“(2000-2005)” in the Audit Policy to read “(2001-2005)” The Commission does not adopt the 

, 
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{ 

Sprint proposal 

B. Benchmarks and Retail Analoes. 

Analogs and benchmarks am the measuring sticks of a good perfotmance measurements plan. 
As described by CLEC Coalition witness Emch: 

A retail analog is service or function that BellSouth provides for itself, 
its customers or its affiliates that is analogous to a service or function that 
BellSouth provides to CLECs. When a BellSouth retail analog exits, 
BellSouth’s performance for itself, its customers and its affiliates should be 
compared to its performance for CLECs to determine if BellSouth is meeting 
The Act’s parity requirement. If no retail analog exists, BellSouth’s 
performance must be gauged by a performance standard, also known as a 
benchmark. 

Emch Dir. 24. The CLECs argue that benchmarks should be established baaed on a level of performance 
that will allow CLECs to compete, not simply on BellSouth’s historical performance. Where BellSouth 
provides service to its affiliate that is superior to the set-vice provided to its retail operations, the CLECs 
argue that comparisons should be made between performance for CLECs and performance for the 
BellSouth affiliate. The CI.EC Coalition proposes the analogs and benchmarks set forth in Exhibit 7 to 
Ms. Emch’s Rebuttal Testimony, as clarified for xDSL loops byE%dtibit A to the CLEC Coalition’s Brief. 

BellSouth argues that the Commission should adopt the retail analogs and benchmarks set 
forth in BellSouth Exhibit 2 @AC-2). BellSouth states that each analog and/or benchmark will 
provide the Commission with the information it needs to assess BellSouth’s performance with 
respect to the CLEC community. BellSouth states that its current set of proposed analogs and 
benchmarks are based on collaborative work between BellSouth and the CLECs in the Louisiana 
performance measurement workshops, as well as on input from WMG and the Commission and 
its Staff during the Georgia OSS testing and performance measurement audit. Coon, Tr. at 110. 
BellSouth states that, in large part, its proposed analogs and benchmarks mirror those established 
by the Commission in its July 5,200O Order in Docket No. 8354-U. BellSouth states, however, 
that there are certain analogs and benchmarks that the Commission should amend from the 8354- 
U Order. These analogs and benchmarks are as follows: 

(1) Business and UhrE Flow-Through; 
(2) Average Response Time; 
(3) Reject Interval (Electronic); 
(4) Average Disconnect Timeliness Interval for LNP; 
(5) Average Arrangement Time for Collocation Orders; and, 
(6) FOC and Reject Intervals for Interconnection Trunks. 

After considering the testimony and arguments presented in this matter, the Commission 
.‘/,. , 
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hereby approves the benchmaik8‘ahd Mail analogs set forth below in Table 3. The Commission 
does not adopt the CLEC proposal that where BellSouth provides service to its affiliate that IS 
superior to the service provided to its retail operations, comparisons should be made between 
performance for CLBCs and ,performance for the BellSouth affiliate. If a CLEC believes that 
BelISouth is showing preference to its affiliate, however, the CLBC may file a complaint with the 
Commission. See, e& O.C.G.A. $0 46-5-163(d) and 46-S-169(6). 
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TABLE 3 
CATEGORY 1 MEASURES AND SUB-METRICS : BESCHMARKIANALOG 

Eig Percent Resoonse Received within”X” Seconds (LENS & TAG) I Parity 
ORDERING Customer Service Record I 

Due Date Availability 
Address Validation 
Product and Service Availability 
Tele hone No. Availabilit 
Service Inauirv with Firm Order (Manual) 1 95% in 5 business days 

Loos Makeup 1nsub-v (Manual) 
ADSL 
HDSL 
UCL 
Other DSL 

1 LineSharing 

: 95% in 3 business days 

Low Makeun Inouirv (Electronic: EDI, TAG and LENS) 
ADSL 
HDSL 
UCL 
Other DSL 
Line Sharing 

90% in 5 minutes 

6 mmbs after going into production 

9% m I minute 

OSS Interface Availahilitv (All Svstemsl 99.5% 

ORDERING Acknowledement Timeliness (Electronic) EDI: 90% in 30 mins. 
TAG: 95% in 30 mins. 

6 months 
EDI: 95% in 30 mins 

Acknowledement Comsleteness Wtdlv Mechanimd. Partiallv : 100% Returned 
Mechanized & Total Mechanized 

Percent Flow Throueh Service Reauest 
Resale Residence 

I 95% 
Resale Business 

I 
90% 

UNE 85% 
LNP ! 85% 
Percent Refected SewIce Raw& Mechanized. Psrtialle I Diagnostic 
Mechanized & Non- Mechanizedl ! 

I 
Reiect Interval (Mechanized) 97% within lhour 
Resale Rwidence 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
Resale PBX ..,.~.. 

Resale Centrex 

Docket 7892-U 
Page 14 of 30 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R19 

Page 14 of 30 



:ATEGORY MEASURES AND SUB-METRICS 

F 
2 
2 
2 
7 
2 
1 
1: 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

. ,  

!e<ale ISDN 
:W analog Loop Design 
.w Analog Loop Non-Design 
:w Analog Loop w/IN? Design 
!W Analog Loop w/ INT’ Nan- Design 
!W Anslog Loop W/ LNP IjeSign 
!w Analog Loop w/LNP Non- Design 
JIVE xDSL (ADSL, HDSL. UCL) 
.ineSharing 
NP Standalone 
,NP Standalone 
switch Ports 
sop + Port Combinations 
acal Transport 
UNE Other Non- Design 
JN!Z Other Design 
vocal Interconnection Trunks 
Itelect Interval (Parti&’ Mechanized) 

ResaleResidence ’ 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
Resale PBX 
Resale Centrex 
Resale ISDN 
zw ~nslog Loop Design 
2W Analog Loop Non,Dcsign 
2~ Analog Loop wl INP Design 
2W Analog Loop wt INP Non- Design 
2w Analog Lcop w/ LNP Design 
ZW Analog Loop wl LNP Non- Design 
UNE xDSL (ADSL, HDSL, UCL) 
Line Sharing 
INP Standalone 
LNP Standalone 
Switch Ports 
L~OD + Port Combinations 
L&i Transport 
UNE Other Non- Design 
UNE Other Design 
Local Interconnection Trunks 

ENCI IMARWANALOC 

85% w/in 18 hours (3 months) 
85% w/in 10 hours (6 months) 

Relect Interval (Nan- Mechanized) 
{Same as above) 
Local Interconnection Trunks 
Firm Order Contirmstion Timeliness 
Mechanized 
Partlallv Mechanized 

85% within 4 days 

95% within 3 hours 
85% w/in IS hours (3 months) 
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CATEGGQRY MEASURES AND SUU.METRICS UENCHhlARWANALOG 

85% w/in 10 hours (6 months) 
Non-Mechanized 85% within 36 hours 
L.ocal Interconnection Trunks 95% within 10 days 
Firm Order Canlirmotion and Reiecl Ressonsc Comeletenese 95% Returned 

Sneed of Answer in Orderine Center Parity with retail 

PROVISIONING Mean Held Order Interval 
Resale Residence 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
Resale PBX 
Resale Centrex 
Resale ISDN 
2W Analog Loop Design 
2W Analog Loop Non-Design 
2W Analog Loop WI INP Design 
2W Analog Loop WI INP Non- Design 
2W Analog Loop wl LNP Design 
2W Analog Loop WI LNP Non- Design 
UNE Digital Loop -z DSl, 
UNE Digital Loop >= DSI 
UNE XDSL (ADSL, HDSL. UCL) 
UNE ISDN 
LineSharing j 
INP Standalone 
LNP Standalone 
Switch Ports 
Loop + Port Combinations 
UNE Comb Other 

Local Transport 
UNE Other Non-Design 
UNE Other Design 
Local Interconnection Trunks 

- 

Percent Orden given Jeorrardv Notice (Elcctronlc) 
Resale Residence 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
Resale PBX 
Resale Centrex 
Resale ISDN 
2W Analog Loop Design 
2W Analog Loop Non-Design 
2W Analog Lwp w/ INP Design 

Docket 7892-U 
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Parity with retail Residence 
Parity wilh retail Business 
Parity with rersil Design 

Parity with retail PBX 
Parity with retail Cenfrex 
Parity with retail ISDN 

Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. (POTS)* 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 

Retail Digilal Loop z DSI 
Retail Digital Loop 2 DSI 

ADSL orovided to relail 
Retail ISDN- BRI 

ADSL provide to retail 
R&l POTS 
Retail POTS 
Retail POTS 

Retail Res. and Bus. (POTS) 
Retail Res, Bus &Design 

(Dispatch) 
Retail DSIIDS3 lnteroffxe 

Retail Res. &Bus. 
Retail Design 

Parity with retail 

Parity with retail Residence 
Parity with retail Business 
Parity with retail Design 

Parity with retail PBX 
Parity with retail Centrex 
Parity with retail ISDN 

Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. (POTS)* 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
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CATEGORY hlEASURES AND SUB-METRICS 

2W Analog Loop w/ INP Non- Design 
2W Analog Loop WI LNP Design 
2W Analog Loop wl LNP Non- Design 
UNE Digital Loop < DSl 
UNE Digital Loop >= DSI 
UNB xDSL (ADSL, HDSL. UCL) 
UNE ISDN 
Line Sharing 
INP Standalone 
LNP Standalone 
Switch Ports 
Loop + Port Combinations 
LJNE Combo Other 

Local Transport 
LJNE Other Non-Design 
UNE Other Design 
Local Interconnection Trunks, 

Order Comnletion lntervsl 
Resale Residence 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
Resale PBX 
ResaleCentrex ., 
Resale ISDN 
2W Analog Loop Design 
2W Analog Loop Non-Design 
2W Analog Loop w/ INP Design 
2W Analog Loop w/ INP Non- Design 
2W Analog Lwp wl LNP Design 
2W Analog Loop WI LNP Non- Design 
UNE Digital Loop < DSI 
UNE Digital Loop >= DSl 
UNE xDSL (ADSL. HDSL, UCL) 

UN? ISDN 
LineSharing ” 
INP Standalone 
LNP Standalone 
Switch Ports 
Loop + Port Combinations 
WNE Comb Other 

Local Transpan 
UNE Other Non-Design 
UNFi Other Design 

I 

Retail Rcs. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Rcs. and Bus. Disnatch -r 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 

Retail Digital Loop < DSI 
Retail Digital Loop Z DSI 
ADSL provided to retail 

Retail ISDN- BRI ~~ 
ADSL provade to retail 

Retail POTS 
Retail POTS 
Retail POTS 

Retail Residence and Business 
Retail Rcs, Bus &Design 

(Dispatch) 
Retail DSI/DS3 Interoffice 

Retail Res. &Bus. 
Retail Design 

Parity with retail 

Parity with retail Residence 
Parity with r&l Business 
Parity with retail Design 

Paritv with retail PBX 
Parity’with retail Centrcx 
Parity with retail ISDN 

Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. (POTS)* 
Retail Rcs. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Rcs. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. Dispatch 

Retail Digital Lcop < DSI 
Retail Digital Loop t DSI 

7 bus days (w/o conditioning) 
I4 bus days (w/conditioning) 

Retail ISDN- BRI 
ADSL provide to retail 

Retail POTS 
Retail POTS 
Retail POTS 

Retail Residence and Business 
Retail Res. Bus &D&en 

(Dispatch) - 
Retail DSlIDS3 lnterofice 

Retail Rex & Bus. 
Retail Design 
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CATEGORY 

IAINTENANC 
& REPAIR 

MEASURES AND SUB-MBTRICS 

acal Interconnection Trunks 

4veraee koaardv Notice Interval (Electronicl 
Same Disaggregation as-above. 

Percent Missed Installation AnwintmenL$ Same analog and benchmarks as 
Held Orders 

Averaeo Comnlelion Notice Interval (Electroni& 
%  Provisionine Troubles wlthin 30 days 

Total Service Order Cvcle Time Diagnostic 

WAcceatancf 
ADSL 
HDSL 
UCL 
Other DSL 
Missed ReDair ADDOintmentS 
Customer Trouble Reoort Rate 
Maintenance Averaee Duration 
%  Reaeat Troubles within 30 davs 
Out of Service > 24 hours 
Resale Residence 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
Resale PBX 
Resale Centrex 
Resale ISDN 
LNP (Standalone) 
2W Analog Loop Design 
2W Analog Loop Non-Desigi 
UNE Switch Ports 
UNE Loop + Port Combo 
UNE Combo Other 

UrE XDSL (HDSL, ADSL & UCL) 
UNE ISDN 
UNB Line Sharing 
UNB Other Design 
UNE Other Non-Desigri’!: ” 
Local Interconnection Trunks 
Local Transport 

OSS Remonse Interval 
TAPI (Front End) 
CRIS 

Docket 7892-U 
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Parity with retail 

QS%>= 48 hours 

95% of requested lines tested 

Parity with retail Residence 
Parity with retail Business 
Parity with retail Destgn 

Parity with retail PBX 
Parity with retail Centrex 
Parity with retail ISDN 

Retail POTS 
Retail Rcs. and Bus. Dispatch 
Retail Res. and Bus. (POTS)* 

Retail POTS 
Retail Residence and Business 

Retail Rcs. Bus &Design 
(Dispatch) 

ADSL provided to retail 
Retail ISDN- BRI 

ADSL provide to retail 
Retail Rcs. &  Bus. 

Retail Design 
Parity with retail 

Retail DSIlDS3 Interoffice 

Parity with retail 
Parity by design 
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CATEGORY 

XERATOR 
PERVICES 

LFE 

CUSTOMER 
COORDINAlED 
CONVERSIONS 

~.. 
MEASURES AND SUB-METRICS 

DLETH 
DLR 
LMOS 
LMOSupd 
LNP 
MARCH 
OSPCM 

I ISNCHMARKJANALOC 

Predictor 
sots 
Average Answer time - Repair Cenler Parity with retail 

Invoice Accuracy 
Mean time to Deliver Invoices 
Usaee Data Deliverv Timeliness 
Usaee Data Deliverv Camoletcness 
Mean lime to Deliver Usaee 
Reeurrine and Non-Recurrinr Charee Comolcteness 
Resale 
UNE 
Interconnection 
Average Saeed to Answer 

, 
Parity with retail 

Parity 
90% 
90% 

Parity by design 

%  Answered in “X” Seconds Parity by design 

Averaee Speed to Answer 
I 

Panty by design 

9’0 Answered in “X” Seconds Parity by design 

TiIll.4lIllbSS 
ACCWXy 
Mean Interval 
Averaee Disconnect Timeliness 

. 

Parity by design 

9% within 15 minutes 

, 
Coordinated Customer Conversions- UNE Loom w LNP 
Coordinated Customer Conversions- UNE Loons w/o LNP 

95% <= 15 minutes 

*Exclude switch based orders. Separate for both (UN& and Retail) orders that require only Central OfIke 
work from those that require Beldwork. 

. , 
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C. Remedies and Enforcement Plan. 

The development of an effective performance measurement plan does not end with the 
establishment of a set of comprehensive, adequately defined measures, benchmarks and analogs. It also 
includes an appropriate remedies plan to provide incentives for BellSouth to meet the established 
benchmarks and analogs. The FCC identified five key characteristics of an effective enforcement plan: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Potential liability that provides a meaningful and significant incentive to comply with 
the designated performance standards; 
Clearly articulated, pre-determined measures and standards, which encompass a 
comprehensive range of carrier-to-carrier performance; 
A reasonable structure that is designed to detect and sanction poor performance when 
it occurs; 
A self-executing mechanism that does not leave the door open unreasonably to 
litigation and appeal; and, 
Reasonable assurances that the reported data is accurate. 

BANY Order,¶433. 

A well-developedrpl~.~~~es several important putposes. First, it promotes the initial 
development of competition by providing further incentive for BellSouth to allow nondiscriminatory 
access to its network. Tire ability to offer customers at least the same level of service that they would 
receive from BellSouth is critical to CLEC efforts to attract and retain customers, Second, once 
competition develops, self-enforcing penalties help to guarantee that BellSouth will continue to provide 
CLEC customers with the same quality service it provides to its retail customers. Thitd, WhereBellSouth 
does provide discriminatory or non-parity service to CLEC customers, penalties are paid to CLECs to 
partially defray the additional costs attributable to inferior service provided by BellSouth. Fourth, 
uncovering discriminatory service may lead to the discovery of underlying problems in BellSouth’s 
systems and/or procedures. Once such problems are identified, penalties provide the incentive for 
BellSouth to address them head-on rather than to simply implement quick, shott term fixes. Fifth, rather 
than waitingforproblems tobe discovered, the pmspect ofremedies fordisctiminatoty performance will 
provide an incentive for BellSouth to take proactive steps to avoid pmviding poor quality petformance to 
CLECs. Finally, adverse consequences for discriminatory behavior will discourage backsliding once 
BellSouth has attained approval to enter the interLATA market. 

The object of a self-executing remedies plan is to avoid coming to the Commission to resolve 
disputes about poor performance. Self-executing remedies remove the delays and expense of pursuing 
litigation. As the FCC stated, ai effective enforcement plan shall “have a self-executing mechanism that 
does not leave the door open unreasonably to litigation and appeal.” BA NY Order ¶ 433. 

BellSouth argues that the Commission should adopt BellSouth’s proposed penalty plan, 
BellSouth’s Voluntary Self-Effectuating Enforcement Mechanism (VEESM) proposal. 
BellSouth states that VBESM is based on key outcome-oriented measurements contained in the 
BellSouth SQM as well as the%om%ponding analogs and benchmarks and that it meets all five of 
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the key characteristics expressed by the FCC. The VSEEM Plan establishes a three-tiered 
schedule for penalties for non-performance. The three tiers are as follows: 

. Tier- I enforcement mectianisms are triggered when BellSouth fails on any one of the 
Tier-l VSEEM measurements for a particular month and are paid directly to the 
individual CLECs; 

. Tier-2 enforcement mechanisms are triggered when BellSouth fails at the CLBC 
aggregate level on any one of the Tier-2 VSEEM measurements in a calendar quarter. 
These payments would be made directly to the State; 

. Tier-3 enforcement mechanisms are triggered when BellSouthconsistently fails at the 
CLEC aggregate level on any 5 of the 12 Tier-3 VSEEM measurements for 3 
consecutive months in a calendar quarter. Under Tier-3, BellSouth will voluntarily 
discontinue marketing long distance service in Georgia until such time as BellSouth’s 
performance improves. 

Coon, Tr. at 114. Moreover, BellSouth states, VSEEM recognizes that not all metrics are created 
equal and that some are more important to end users than others by offering greater remedies for 
certain measurements, such as UNJZ Installation Intervals, than others, such as 0% Response 
Interval. Coon, Tr. at 123. Also, the multi-tiered structure of the plan is designed to incent 
BellSouth to continue to provide service parity by creating escalating penalties for continuing 
violations. Coon, Tr. at 123. 

In contrast to BellSouth, theCLECs recommend that the Commission adopt a remedies plan with 
a two tiered structure that measures: (1) thequality of support delivered to each individual CLEC (Tier l), 
and (2) the quality of support delivered to the CLEC industry as a whole tTier2). For Tier 1 violations, 
BellSouth would pay penalties directly to the affected CLEC as compensatory damages. For Tier 2 
violations, BellSouth would make payment directly to a governmental agency, to protect the public 
interest, as regulatory tines. Bursh Dir. 8. The dollar value of the consequences for both Tier 1 and Tier 
2 violations depend on the severity of the violation. 

All measures proposed by CLECs in the performance measurement plan are included in the 
CLECs proposed remedies plan. The CLECs argue that if a measure is important enough to be included 
in the performance measumment plan, then the plan must provide the incentive for BellSouth to meet the 
applicable analog or benchmark by including the measure in the remedies plan. The CLECs recommend 
the use of the modified z score as the appropriate statistical methodology. Where there is no retail analog 
to the service provided to CLECs and a benchmark has been established, BellSouth either passes or fails. 
Bursh, Direct 9. In either case, the.monetruy consequences increase with the severity of the violation 

The CLECs argue that increasing penalties as the severity of the violation increases is appropriate 
because the more severe the violatjon,,me mom dismption and inconvenience. experienced by CLE!Cs and 
their customers. In addition, increasing’theconsequences as severity increases will encourage BellSouth 
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to provide the best service possible even if BellSouth recognizes thal it will not meet a ceflain measurc 
within a given month. Under the CLECs’ remedy plan,Tier I violations would be assessed on a monthly 
basis and penalties for noncoqpliantperfonnance would be paid directly to the CLEC that received the 
degraded service. Bursh, Dimct 9. The CLEC plan addresses chronic performance failures by increasing 
the monthly penalty payment to the rate assessed for severe violations ($ZS,CKl) beginning in the third 
month that a particular submeasure is violated. This additional payment would continue monthly until 
BellSouth complied with that measure. @. at 11. 

The CLECs state that payments for Tier 2 violations would be made to a state-designated fund. 
Bursh, Direct 12. Penalties for Tier 2 violations also would increase depending on severity, with 
parameters defined for those violations, which are market impacting, and those designated as market 
damaging or market constraining. In addition, a factor “n” would be applied as a multiplier to the basic 
penalty amount. The value of “n” would decrease as the CLEC market penetration increases. &. at 13. 
Thus, the CLBCs argue, the plan is devised to encourage BellSouth to open its market by reducing its 
exposure to penalties as it does so. 

BellSouth states that the Commission should not adopt the CLECs’ penalty plan because: Its 
Tier-l remedies are unsubstantiated; it uses a per measure approach; it incorporates all of the 
CLECs’ performance measures as opposed to a subset of key measures; it fails to incorporate a 
balancing critical value; it misus’eS tlie.Z-statistic; it incorporates the wrong statistical test; and, it 
inappropriately bases BellSouth’s liability on market share. 

After considering the testimony and arguments presented in this matter, the Commission, using 
the provisions of the VSBBM plan as a &&ing point, hereby finds that the remedy plan shall be adopted 
with the following characteristic: 

1. Truncated-Z Meth&d& using the balancing critical value. 

BellSouth’s VSEEM plan is based on a statistical methodology known as the “Truncated 2,” 
a methodology invented by Dr. Colin’Mallows of AT&T during a collaborative process in Louisiana. 
Mallows, Tr. at 950-51. The Truncated Z represents a significant enhancement to the LCUG version 
1.0 modified Z methodology, the statistical methodology proposed by the CLECs. Mulrow, Tr. at 
472. In general terms, the Truncated Z statistic is a summary of the results of many statistical 
comparisons made with like++li@,categories. Thesecategories, or cells, are formed by sorting both 
CLIX transactions, and BellSouth retail analog transactions on such factors as service type, order 
type, time of month, and wire center. Mulrow, Tr. at 465. In each comparison cell, a”modified Z’ 
type statistic is calculated. The form of the Z statistic may vary depending on the performance 
measure, but it should be di~t.ritiutKi’a~pr6ximately as a standard normal “bell curve” with a mean 
zero and a standard deviation of one. 

One of the keys of thdT&cated Zmethodology, which the CL!Xs’ proposed methodology 
lacks, is the ability to balance Type I and Type II errors. A Type I errOr occurs when the statistical 
test decision rule indicates that BellSouth is favoring its own customers when it is not. A Type ll 
error, on the other hand, occurs when the statistical test decision rule indicates BellSouth is not 
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favoring its own customers when in fact, it is. Mulrow, Tr. at 467. The concept of “balancing” is 
crucial because if the methodology balances, it will ensure that the two error probabilities are equal 
and neither the ILEC nor the CLEC is unfairly prejudiced. Mulrow. Tr. at 468. The formula to 
balance the critical values depends,pn the materiality factor of “delta,” the number of BellSouth 
transactions, and the number of CLEC transactions. rd. 

The Commission adopts the Truncated-2 Methodology using the balancing critical value. 

2. Effect 45 days from issuance of order. 

BellSouth maintains that remedies should only be adopted to prevent backsliding once BellSouth 
has entered the long distance market. Yet avoiding backsliding is only one of the purposes served by a 
remedies plan. By delaying adoption of a penalty plan until BellSouth enters the long distance market, the 
Commission would forego the opportunity to enable more rapid development of competition. At the 
heating, many CLECs testified that they are currently experiencing problems with the quality of service 
they are receiving from BellSouth. These problems could make it more difficult for CLECs to attract and 
retain customers. An appropriate penalty plan will further encourage BellSouth to provide 
nondiscriminatory service during the, critical early stages of competition, while providing some 
compensation to CLECs for the$dditicinal costs they incur when BellSouth’s performance falls short. The 
Commission tinds that the remedy plan shall go into effect 45 days from issuanceof order. This time will 
allow BST to put statistical method’and the remedy plan into operation. 

I I.8’ ,‘. 
3. Delta. 

The “delta” is a measure of the meaningful difference between BellSouth performance and 
CLEC performance. In other words, certain levels of differing performance may have statistical 
significance, but in terms of impact on the end user, be meaningless. &Vainer, Tr. at 39. The 
delta takes into account this fact and ensures that a component of materiality is present in the 
statistical methodology. As explained by Mr. Vamer, “the delta provides a way to determine 
whether a difference in perform&e measurements indicates that a difference in performance 
provided by BellSouth to itself and to a CLEC is material and should trigger the application of 
penalties.” Vainer, Tr. at 39. The FCC has recognized the need for a delta. In the Bell Arlunric 
Order, the FCC noted that random variation is inherent in the ILEC’s process of providing 
interconnection and access to UNEs. Consequently, it is appropriate to determine whether or not 
such difference is material. Vamer, Tr. at 39; Bell Atlantic Order, ‘p 59. 

,,-’ I 
In its VSEEMs plan, BellSouth’hhs proposed a delta of 1.0 to evaluate individual CLEC 

performance (Tier-l), and a delta.value of 0.5 to evaluate CLEC aggregate results (Tier-2). Vamer, 
Tr. at 40. The CLECs propose that this Commission adopt 25 as the parameter delta value. The 
CLECs state that this value is based on a judgment of an acceptable disparity in the number of CLEC 
customers and BellSouth customers receiving like quality service. 

.,. 
The Commission finds that the following delta values are appropriate and reasonable and 

shall be adopted for use in the plan: .50 for individual CLECs and .35 for CLEC Aggregate. 
.,.. 
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4. Abso lu te  Cap.  ;: 
T h e  V S E E M  P l a n  sets a n  au tomat i c  f inanc ia l  cap  b a s e d  o n  a  pe r cen tage  of  B e l l S o u t h ’s ne t  

r evenues in  Geo rg i a .  Coon,Tr .  at  115 -16 .  T h e C L E C s  recomn lenda re \ i ew th resho ldo rp rocedu ra l  cap,  
that  on ly  de te rm ines  the  po in t  at  wh i ch  t he l LEC  is pe rmi t ted  to seek  re l ief  f rom add i t i ona l  pena l t i es  f rom 
the  state commiss ion .  T h e  C L E C s  a r g u e  that, e v e n  after r each i ng  the  rev iew thresho ld ,  B e l l S o u t h  shou l d  
bc  r equ i r ed  to con t i nue  T ier  1  paymen ts  to C L E C s  because  T ier  1  paymen ts  a m  i n t ended  in  par t  to 
compensa t e  C IECs  for the  h a r m  incur ted  d u e  to B e l l S o u t h ’s p o o r  pe r fo rmance .  In add i t ion ,  wh i l e  the  
rev iew process  is ongo i ng ,  B e l l S o u t h  shou l d  con t i nue  to m a k e  T ier  2  paymen ts  in to  a n  in te res t -bear ing  
registry o r  esc row account .  To  escape  pena l t i es  b e y o n d  the  th resho ld ,  B e l l S o u t h  w o u l d  h a v e  the  b u r d e n  of  
s how ing  du r i ng  the  rev iew hea t i ng  that  its pe r f o rmance  for C L E C s  in  the  agg r ega t e  d i d  no t  mer i t  t he  
r emed i es  invoked,  

T h e  Commiss i on  f inds that  this p l a n  sha l l  h a v e  a n  abso lu te  cap  of  4 4 %  of B e l l S o u t h ’s ne t  
revenues ,  wh i ch  equa l s  app rox ima te l y  $ 3 4 0  mi l l i on  dol lars .  

5. R e m e d y  P l a n  is subject  to modi f icat ion.  

T h e  Commiss i on  recogn izes  that  the  en fo rcemen t  p l a n  a n d  the  S Q M  a re  still l a rge ly  
un tes ted  a n d  in tends  to c losely mon i t o r  the  ef fect iveness of  the  p lan .  Accord ing ly ,  the  
Commiss i on  reserves the  r ight  to mod i fy  the  en fo rcemen t  p l a n  o r  S Q M s  at  any  t ime it d e e m s  
necessary.  

6. T ier  II a n d  III measu res  de te rm ined  o n  a  J -mon th  ro l l ing  basis.  

U n d e r  B e l l S o u t h ’s p roposa i ,  T ie r -2  en fo rcemen t  mechan i sms  a re  t r i gge red  w h e n  
B e l l S o u t h  fai ls at  the  C L E C  agg r ega t e  leve l  o n  any  o n e  of  the  T ie r -2  V S E E M  measu remen t s  
i n  a  ca l enda r  quar ter .  T ie r -3  en fo rcemen t  mechan i sms  a re  t r i gge red  w h e n  B e l l S o u t h  
consistent ly fai ls at  the  C L E C  agg r ega t e  leve l  o n  any  5  of  the  B e l l S o u t h ’s 1 2  T ie r -3  V S E E M  
measu remen t s  for 3  consecut ive  mon ths  i n  a  ca l enda r  quar ter .  

T h e  C L E C s  comp la i n  that  V S E E M  w o u l d  pe rmi t  a  pa t te rn  of  T ier  2  v io la t ions so  l o n g  as  
they w e r e  t imed  so  as  no t  to occur  w i th in  a l l  t h ree  mon ths  of  the  s a m e  ca l enda r  quar ter .  U n d e r  
B e l l S o u t h ’s p roposa l ,  for examp le ,  B e l l S o u t h  cou ld  miss two months ,  b e  compI ian t  for o n e  
m o n t h  a n d  avo id  T ier  2  sanct ions.  Fur ther ,  B e l l S o u t h  cou ld  miss e v e n  four  mon ths  i n  a  r ow  no t  
i n  the  s a m e  ca l enda r  quar te r  such  as  February ,  March ,  Apr i l  a n d  h lay  a n d  still no t  face T ier  2  
sanct ions.  

. _  . 

To  t r igger  T ier  3  consequences ,  B e l l S o u t h  w o u l d  n e e d  to v io la te  the  s a m e  f ive measu res  for a n  
en t i re  quar ter .  C o o n  Tr. 405 .  A l l  f ive measu res  w o u l d  n e e d  to b e  v io la ted  wi th in  the  s a m e  
quar ter .  There fo re ,  if B e l l S o u t h  v io la ted  f ive measu res  i n  Janus,  the  s a m e  f ive measu res  i n  
Feb rua ry  a n d  four  of  the  s a m e  measu res  i n  Ma r ch  a l o n g  wi th  a  d i f ferent  m e a s u r e  no t  v io la ted  i n  
Janua ry  a n d  February ,  T ier  3  w o u l d  no t  b e  invoked.  rd. at  406 .  Fur ther ,  B e l l S o u t h  cou ld  v io la te  
the  s a m e  f ive measu res  i n  February ,  March ,  Apr i l  a n d  M a y  a n d  T ier  3  w o u l d  still no t  b e  i nvoked  
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because the violations did not continue through an entire calendar qua,rter 

The Commission finds that Tier II and III measures should be determined on a ‘J-month 
rolling basis. For example. Tier-2 enforcement mechanisms shall be triggered when BellSouth 
fails at the CLEC aggregate level on any one of the Tier-2 VSEBM measurements for three 
consecutive months. 

7. Tier III failures. 

As discussed below, Tier III now contains 26 submetrics. When any 12 of the 26 
experience failures for 3 consecutive months, Tier III is triggered. For a Tier III failure, BST may 
begin marketing long distance when all 12 of the 26 failed sub-metrics show favorable results for 
3 consecutive months. 

8. Approved Metrics. 

The Commission approves the Metrics set forth below in each Tier of enforcement. The 
Performance Measures below represent the same SQMs, analogs/benchmarks approved in this 
Order. 

ENFORCEMENT PLAN SUBMETRICS 

TIER I AND TIER II SUBMETRICS 

l Percent Response Received within “x” seconds 
l Interface Availability (All Systems)(Exclude from Tier I Metric) 
l Average Response Time for LMIJ Information (Non- Mechanized & Electronic) 
l Percent Flow-Through Service Request (Electronic- Residence, Business, UNF and LNP) 
l Reject Interval (Mechaniiedj 
l FOC Timeliness (Mechanized, Partially Mechanized and Non-Mechanized) 
l Acknowledgment Timeliness 
l Acknowledgment Completeness 
l FOC and Reject Completeness 
l Order Completion Interval 

Resale POTS 
Resale Design 
Loop + Port Combo 
IJNE Loops :‘.’ 
UNE xDSL 
UNB Line Sharing 
Interconnection Trunks 

l Percent Cooperative Testing for xDSL Loops 
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Percent Missed Installation kppointments 
Resale POTS 
Resale Design 
Loop + Port Combo 
UNE Loops 
UNRxDSL 
UNP Line Sharing 
Interconnection Trunks 

Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 days 
(Same disaggregation as Order Completion Interval) 

Missed Repair Appointments 
(Same disaggregation as Order Completion Interval) 

Customer Trouble Report Rate 
(Same disaggregation as Order Completion Interval) 

Percent Troubles within 7 days of Hot Cut 
Coordinated Customer Conversion- Hot Cut Timeliness % within Interval and Average 
Interval 
Coordinated Customer Conversion 
Maintenance Average Duration 

(Same disaggregation as Order Completion Interval) 
Percent Repeat Troubles Within 30 Days 

(Same disaggregation as Order Completion Interval) 
LNP Disconnect Timeliness 
LNP Missed Installation Appointments 
Invoice Accuracy -. 
Mean Time to Deliver Invoices 
Usage Data Delivery Accuracy 
Trunk Group Performance 

Aggregate 
CLEC Specific 

Percent Missed Collocation Due Dates 
Timeliness of Change Management Notices and Documentation 

TIER msuaanucs 
.., 

Order Completion Interval 
Resale POTS 
Resale Design 
LOOP + PortCombo 
UNELoops 
Uh’ExDSL 
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UNE Line Sharing 
Interconnection Trunks 

l Percent Missed Installation Appointments 
Resale POTS 
Resale Design 
Loop + Port Combo 
UNJZ Loops 
UNBxDSL 
UNE Line Sharing 
Interconnection Trunks 

l Percent Missed Repair Appointments 
(Same disaggregation as Percent Missed Installation Appointments) 

. Invoice Accuracy 
l Mean Time to Deliver Invoices 
l Trunk Group Performance-Aggregate 
l Timeliness of Change Management Notice and Documentation 
l Percent of Collocation Due Dates Missed 

9. Late and incomplete reports. 

In addition to Tier 1 and Tier 2 payments, the CLECs also propose that the Commission 
set consequences for certain problem activities related to the implementation of the performance 
measurements plan itself such as late performance reports. Since the performance plan is 
completely dependent on timely and reliable reporting, BST shall pay the following for late and 
incomplete reports: 

Late uerformance renorts - If performance reports are not available to a CLEC by the due 
day, BST should be.liablefor.payments of $2,000 to the CLEC for every day past the due 
date of the reports posting on the web. 

Incomulete or revised renotts -If performance reports are incomplete, or if previously 
reported data are revised, then BST should be liable for payments of $400 to the effected 
CLBC for every day past the due date of the original reports posting on the web. 

10. Market penetration adjustment. 

BellSouth shall implement a market penetration adjustment for new and advanced 
services as follows: 

1 In order to ensure’parity and benchmark performance where CLECs order low 
volumes of advanced and nascent services, BST shall make additional 
payments to the Commission for deposit in the Georgia State Treasury when 
there are more than 10 and less than 100 observations for those measures 
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listed below on average statewide for a three-month period. 

. Percent Missed Installation Appointments 
UN!3 l-oop+Port Combo 
UNE xDSL 
UNELine Sharing 

. Average Completion Interval 
UNE Loop+Poa Combo 
UNE xDSL 
IJNE Line Sharing 

. Missed Repair Appointments 
UNE LoopePort Combo 
UN!2 xDSL 
WELine Sharing 

. Maintenance Average Duration 
UNE Loop+Port Combo 
UNE xDSL 
UNE Line Sharing 

. Average Response Time for Loop Make-Up Information 
UNE LooptPort Combo 
UN!? xDSL 
IJNE Line Sharing 

2 The additional payments referenced in 1. above, shall be made if BST fails to 
provide parity for the-above measurements as determined by the use of the 
Truncated Z-Test and the balancing critical value for 3 consecutive months. 

. 
3 If, for the three months that are utilized to calculate the rolling average, there 

were 100 observations or more on average for the sub-metric, then no 
additional voluntary payments under this market penetration adjustment 
provision will be made to Commission for deposit with the State Treasury. 
However, if during the same time frame there is an average of more than 10 
but less than 100 observations for a sub metric on statewide basis, then BST 
shall calculate the additional payments to the Commission for deposit with the 
State Treasury by trebling the normal Tier ll remedy and applying the method 
of calculating affected volumes ordered by the Commission. 

4 Any payments made under this market penetration adjustment provision are 
subject to the Absolute Cap set by the Commission. 

\ . , 
11. Corrective action plans. 
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If any measure fails twice in any 3 consecutive months in a calendar year, BST must 
perform a “root cause analysis” and file with the Commission a corrective action plan within 30 
days after the failure. The Commission will recommend to the Change Control Committee the 
priority to be given to the corrective action plan. 

12. Staff Review. 

Staff shall conduct a &month review of the SQMs as follows: 

1 8 months after the date of a Commission order and every 6 months thereafter, the 
Commission Staff shall conduct a review of the measurements, benchmarks and 
analogs applicable to the performance of BellSouth. This review shall be for the 
purpose of modifying the SQMs and applicable analogs and benchmarks as 
deemed necessary by the Commission. 

2 BellSouth, the CLEC Coalition, and any other interested parties shall file any 
proposed revisions to the SQMs, benchmarks and analogues 1 month prior to the 
beginning of each review period. 

. 
3 BellSouth, the CLEC Coalition, and any other interested party shall be allowed to 

submit commentson proposed changes and to submit any proposed additions. 

4 The Commission Staff shall prepare a recommendation as to appropriate action to 
be taken by the Commission, if any, in connection with the review and shall 
submit this recommendation to the Commission for formal review and adoption. 

5 The Commission Staff shall be authorized to modify this schedule at any time 
with written notice to interested parties. 

13. Payments to the State. 

All payments to the state under the enforcement plan shall be paid to the Commission for 
deposit in the State Treasury as penalties under O.C.G.A. 8 46-2-91. 

14. Force majeure. 

The Commission recognizes that BellSouth’s performance data may be influenced by 
factors beyond its control. Accordingly, in the event of a force majeure, BellSouth may file a 
petition for an exception with the Commission seeking to have the monthly service quality 
results modified. BellSouth will also be allowed to tile an expedited petition seeking immediate 
relief from a payment pursuant to the enforcement plan in the event of a force majeum. In any 
such petition, BellSouth shall have the burden of demonstrating that the performance standard _.. 
was not met due to causes beyond BellSouth’s control and which could not have been avoided by 
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exercise of due care. The filing of any such petilion shall not stay any payments under the 
enforcement plan unless otherwise ordered by the Commission. 

III. CONCLUSION AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

The Commission finds and concludes that the performance measurements, the benchmarks 
and retail analogs, and the enforcement mechanisms set forth above are reasonable and appropriate 
and should be adopted pursuant to Georgia’s Telecommunications and Competition Development 
Act of 1995 and Sections 251 and 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

WHEREFORE IT IS ORDERED, that all findings, conclusions, statements, and directives 
made by the Commission and contained in the foregoing sections of this Order am hereby adopted as 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, statements of regulatory policy, and orders of this Commission, 

ORDERED FURTHER, the performance measurements, the benchmarks and retail analogs, 
and the enforcement mechanisms set forth in the body of this Order are adopted and BellSouth shall 
submit such compliance filings as are necessary to reflect and implement the standards and 
mechanism established by this Order. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that a motion for reconsideration, reheating, or oral argument or 
any other motion shall not stay the effective date of this Order, unless otherwise ordered by the 
Commission. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that jurisdiction over these matters is expressly retained for the 
purpose of entering such further Order or Orders as this Commission may deem just and proper. 

The above by action ‘i;f‘the’Commission in Administrative Session on the 3rd day of 
October, 2000. 

Bob Durden 
Chairman 

Date Date 
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Bradbury,J M  (Jay) - LGA 

From: 
St Sent: 
(Tr To: 

Subject: 

jrwill iamson@att.com 
Friday, June 30,ZOOO 1253 PM 
sr27llib@lga.att.com; bradbury@att.com 
FW: Mechanization Prqect 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Mcallorum, K P (Kevin), NCAM 
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2000 9:ll AM 
To: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM 
Subject: FW: Mechanization Project 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Beverly.Sheltonwilliams@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Beverly.Sheltonwilliams@bridge.bellsouth.coml 
Sent: Friday, June 09, 2000 3:20 PM 
TO: Mcallorum, K P (Kevin), NCAM 
Cc: Cheryl.Richardson@bridge.bellsouth.com 
Subject: Mechanization Project 

Kevin, 

i Please find attached a copy of the minutes from today's mechanization 
meeting. 

If any changes or additions need to be made, please do so by cob on Tuesday, 
June 13. 

Beverly 
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BellSouth AT&T Account Team/AT&T Mechanization Meeting 
June 9,200O 

Attendees: 

Kevin McAllorum- AT&T 
Cheryl Richardson - BellSouth - AT&T Account Tam 
Beverly Shelton-Williams- BellSouth - AT&T Account Team 

Today’s meeting was designed to discuss the joint mechanization project between 
BellSouth’s AT&T Account Team and AT&T. For the purpose of this project the sub- 
team will primarily focus on those components associated with the analysis, design, and 
validation phase. 

Kevin will provide a copy of the updated project plan to the Account Team by close of 
business on Monday, June 12. 

Beverly will provide a copy of the flow through matrix for Issue 9 to AT&T by close of 
business on Friday, June 16. 
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Bradbury,J M  (Jay) - LGA 
jrwill iamson@att.com 
Friday, June 30,200O 1253 PM 
srr~llib@lga.att.com; bradbury@att.com 

> -----0riqinal Messaqe----- 
> From: McalZorum; K P (Kevin), NCAM 
> sent: Mondav, June 12, 2000 10:51 AM 

> To: Williamson,~~ill R, NCAM 
> Subject: 
> 
> <<FlowThrough Project.mpp>> 
> Updated project plan. 
> 
> Kevin P McAllorum 
> OSS Manager 
> AT&T Local Service and Access Manaaement 
> (404)810-6923 
> l-800-258-0000 Pin # 2589095 
> kmcallorum@att.com 
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F ‘rojed: Infrastructure Deployment 
c late: Wed 12/13/00 

J”” 4, ‘00 
ID iB 

;Junll,‘OO ~Junl~,‘OO 
Task Name Duration ,FlS’S MlT’W,T,F S S M TIW’T F S:S,M’T 
Mechanization FlowThrough Project 

I 
42 days 

2 scope 4 days 

3 )$/@ Determine project scope 1 day, 

4 ,J’@  Secure project sponsorship 2 days 

5 ~+@I Define preliminary resources 1 day 

6 p@ Scope complete 0 days 
I 

7 r Analysis 14 days 

kmca 

“S&t” 
FinalizationNalidation 

Deployment 22 days 
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Jun 25, ‘00 Jul 2, ‘00 
NIT!FNS~S’M!TIW T FISiS M  T W  T’F’S 

!5%],Cheryl[25%] 

3 . 
I 

TiFE- Jul 16. ‘00 Jul23. ‘00 Jul 30. ’ 1 
;“M  T’W:T F S SiMiT’W,T F’S S’M,T W!T F S S M, 

Docket NO. 2000-465 
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‘reject: Infrastructure Deployment 
Me. Wed 12/13/00 

Task 

Split 

progress 

MIlestone 

Summary ‘Rolled Up Milestone 0 

,11,,1,,,,,,1,, Pqect Summary ‘Rolled Up Progress - 

*Rolled Up Task External Tasks 

+ *Rolled UP Split , , , , , External Milestone 

Page 2 



Bradbury,J M  (Jay) - LGA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

jrwill iamson@att.com 
Friday, June 30,ZOOO 1257 PM 
gpterry@att.com; edwardgibbs@att.com; crafton@att.com; sr27llib@lga.att.com; 
bradbury@att.com; eppsteiner@att.com; bettybarrett@att.com; mrule@att.com; 
ktimmons@att.com; grady@attcom; katherinegrabil@att.com; mlacy@att.com; 
bseigler@att.com; vctate@att.com 
FW: Flow Through Matrix 

Importance: Hrgh 

Attached is BellSouth's flow-through matrix for OSS'99 (Issue 9). We will 
use this document to begin facilitating the flow-through of additional order 
types with BellSouth. If you have any questions, please let us know. 

Jill 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Beverlv.Sheltonwilliams@brid4e.bellsouth.com 

Sent: Friday, June 30, 2000 lo:29 AM 
To: Williamson. Jill R, NCAM: Mcallorum, K P (Kevin), NCAM 
Subject: Flow Through Matrix 
Importance: High 

Jill and Kevin, 

Please find attached a copy of the flow through matrix. 

Beverly 
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Bradburv.J M  IJavl - LGA 

From: jrwill iamson@att.com 
Sent: Monday, August 02, 1999 12:42 PM 
To: 
Subject: 

augier@att.com; bradbtq@att.com; sr27llib@lga.att.com 
FW: BST Mechanization Project 

, ---------- 
> From: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM 
> sent: Mondav. Auaust 02. 1999 9:58 AM 
> To: Seiglek, Bernadette M, NLSOP; Lacy, Michael L, LSOP LSBM; Tweedle, 
> Timothy E (Tim), NLSOP; Hill, James S (Jim), NCAM 
> Subject: BST Mechanization Project 
> 
> I'm working with BellSouth to improve on the mechanization and flow 
> through of orders and have developed a matrix to categorize orders. The 
> attached sheet is my first draft and I'd like your input prior to my 
> sharing it with BellSouth. 
> 
> I've attempted to capture all of the types of orders we send or will send 
> to BellSouth post OSS'99. I'd like to get as detailed as possible, so any 
> corrections or additions you can make would be helpful. I'd appreciate 
> your feedback as soon as possible. 
> 
> Jill 
> <<systems mechanization>> 
> 
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AT&T BELLSOUTH MECHANIZATION PROJECT 

LNP Orders 
Port a block of 20 DID numbers 
Port <I= 50 TNs 
Port > 50 TNs 

1 

Full Migration of a BST Account 1 
Partial Migration of a BST Account 1 

LNP wlDirectory Listing Orders 
Port a block of 20 DID numbers w/simple DL 

Port > 50 TNs w/complex DL 

Port <I= 50 TNs w/simple DL 

Full Migration of a BST Account w/complex DL 

Port > 50 TNs w/simple DL 
Full Migration of a BST Account w/simple DL 

Partial Miaration of a BST Account wlcomolex DL 

Partial Migration of a BST Account w/simple DL 
Port a block of 20 DID numbers w/complex DL 
Port <I= 50 TNn wlrnmnlew I31 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

INP Orders 
Port a block of 20 DID numbers 
Port <I= 50 TNs I I I I 
Port > 50 TNs 
Full Migration of a BST Account 
Partial Migration of a BST Account 

systems mechanrzationxls 
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AT&T BELLSOUTH MECHANIZATION PROJECT 

Loop Orders with LNP and Directory Listings 
<= 14 SLI Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
> 14 SLI Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
<= 14 SL2 Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
>I4 SL2 LOOM w/LNP and simole DL 

vc,,e, 
RPON’d Orders 
LNP Port from <=4 non-complex SST accounts to one 
AT&T account 
LNP Port from >4 non-complex BST accounts to one 
AT&T account 
LNP Port from >I complex BST account to one AT&T 
account 
INP Port from many BST accounts to one AT&T account 

2+ 

1 

2+ 

2+ 
2+ 

systems mechanization.xls 
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Louisiana Public Service Commission 
Docket U-22252 Sub-Docket C 
Exhibit B 

I BegSouth Plow-through Analysis for CLECs 

. _.. Please define the following terms: 

‘Complex Order: An order for a complex service. 

Complex se&e: Any service which requires manual handling, such as negotiations v.& & 
customer, and manual service order genaation. 

Designed Service: Requires special engineering and provisioning, and may be served by more 
than one Central Office OT Wire Center. 

Non-Designed Service: Doesn’t require special pmvisioning,and is served by one Central 
Office or Wire Center. 

Hand-offpackage: The package of material and Information which BellSouth account teams, 
gather on a complex service whichdescdbes tbe customer’s requirements and specifications of 
the service ordered. 
S+cc Inquiry: The request &urn a customer (including CLECs) to inquire aboutordering a 
complex service. 

_I I 
Project: Au order for either a complex sorvice or a largenumber of UNBs. for example, which 
requires coodination to ensure that related services are worked simultaneously or in the propa 
sequence to fulfill tire order. 

“Project Managed”: The act of handling a project. 

What specific activities does the LCSC perform for an error-fiae complex sewice ordered 
electroaically which falls out for manual processing? Rarponr: l7se LCSOnonually 
generates the servfce order into DOE or SONOS. 
Please provide a detail&flow-chart; including details of Account Team involve&t in the 
process after the LSR has been ehmtronicaUy submitted. Please provide oopig of any 
assotiatd forms the LCSC must complete, and copies of LCSC inskuetions or methods and . 
procedures. LCSC methodr andprocedures are inteliectualproperty and cannot be viewed by 
$LEa . . 

In its January performance &subs, BellSouth reported that 5,720 (I 1% of total LENS is&?) 
LSRS fell out of LBNS for manual processing, and 3,022 (15% oftotal EDI LSRS) LSRS fell 
out of EDI for manual processing. Please protide a’quantified breakdown of the reasons for 
fail out, i.e. the number of each type of serviw ordered which caused fallout, the number of 
various order ot quantity types that caused fall+&, etc. Please provide this information by 
krterfacc type. See the m+rk which ~Isq requests thts infor+ton. . . ’ _’ . 

The followirrg table addresses services and whether orders for those services will f low-bough, 
and if not, why not. Are there other reasons other than types of services ordered that will cause 

I 
. 

._,>. 
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Louisiana Public Service Commission 
Docket U-22252 Sub-Docket C 
Exhibit B 

an error-free order not to flow through, e g quantity, partial migrations, etc ? If so, please 
provide all such reasons See #he r+rti 

Note+ Please add any services provided as resale or U?W to CLECs but omitted from the 
following matrix. 

Response please see attachedflowthrough aphation andflow chatt 

. 
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Louisiana Public Setvice Commirsfctt 
Docket Lt.22252 Sub-Docket C 
Exhibit B 

BellSouth Row-through Analyst 
PorCLECStSRtParedvisEDSorTAG 

BcllSoutb Service Flow4hmugh Complex Comple% 
OffcrsdtoCLEC via . ifooBS’or SCtVlNica Ordn 

DCSigLl 
SlXVlCO 

cau thlillg this st!rv& Q&u&- 

t ieorUNE cLE&cEl 0 @?smo) (Y&No) 
fall out for a faaou other b 

w 1 
aTm or mnplcx? If so, wimt 

YU No 
reason? 

NO Ilo 
Yea No No 110 

I No 1 No No w 
I Yes 1 No NC w 

-1NO-l- 110 
Yu I No f No Ilo. 
YC.3 No I No I ne 
YC-3 No t No t no 

13 spcn Yea ‘.* ,’ No 1 No I w 
14 3 Way WUng YCS No I w.. .  ..” ..n 

I  

I5 Cdl FOnvardiu~- YCS No It* 
Vtiablr INo I -1 -- 

16 Remole n+CCIe l ” YA ,  l - ,  ‘1” I  I.” 

17 Enbancod CallmID f Yes - .. -I No I No 

.- 
g IYe3 

ck- 1 Ye4 f No 

) Ye-9 
&Forward 1 Yea 

31 lJNP(al lm@m 
32 Unbundled l..cqt- YOS 

.4dog 2w, SLI. sL2 

t No t No 
t No I No I DO 
1 No I No In0 

No no 
No’ no 

I NO 
iii No %a- 

dcsipcd, 

I 1 I 1 I 1 I I 
3 
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Exhibit B 

BellSouth Retal Flow-Through 

Please define the following terms: 
_ 

.. .’ (See ptevious page - all the same definitions.) 
Complex Order: 

Complex service: 

Designed Service: 

Non-Designed Service: 

Hand-off package: 

service Inquiry: 

Project j^.~ 

“Project Managed”: . . .w..‘..l_ . . . 

1 
In its January performance resuh& BehSouth reported that 4.90% of its retail residence or&m 
did not flow through, and that 21.24% ofits retail business or&s did not flow through. Please 
explain at what point in the process the ordera failed to fiow-thmugh. Response: The busfners 
retailjlow-through is actually zeta.. ThB is due 20 the fact that ail service orders entered into 
DOE or SONGS have to be manuoi[y generated by the servfce representatives. BeNSouth has 
been incorrectly reporting its business reralljlow-through, and will begin rqorting it correct& 
us zero es of the Marchflowthmugh repon. For residence, SOCS errors. other order errors, 
or otiers that require mnnual hadiingsucit as hoccwate CBS or low volvmererutcaP cause 

faiioutfiomflow-through. 
Please provide a quantified breakdown of the reasons for fall out, i.e. the number of each type 

of service ordered which caused fallout, the nutnber of various order pr quantity types that 
caused fall-out, etc. If BellSouth orders fat1 out for manual proceasing for different reason.9 

‘than CLECs, please indicate Pkuse see the mati. .I. 
. 

What specific activities do the BellSouth retail order centers perform in order to me~easfuliy 
submit into SCCS an error&o BellSouthorder that initially failed to flow-through? Please 
provide copies of any associated forms the retail centers must Complete, and copies Of 
instructions or methods and procedures. Retail business office methodr ondprocedurec are 
intellectualproperty a,nd therefore cannot be viewed by CLl3Cs. 

. 

The following table addresses services and whether orders far those services will flow-through, 
mil if not, why not. Are there, other ressons other than types of su-viceaordered that will eausc 
an error-he order not to flowthrough, eg. quantify, partial dgrati~w,, etc.? Ifso, Please 
provjds all such IeaSOW. 
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2.27 

1 didn't make assumptions, you actually had the actual 

2 data, it's a different result. He doesn't have full 

3 knowledge of this information. 

4 Q. And the significance of that different result is 

5 what? 

6 A. Is I see no significance in Mr. Bradbury's 

7 analysis. 

8 Q. I guess I don't understand why you took the time 

9 to debunk it then. 

10 A. Because Mr. Bradbury took the time to put it in 

11 his deposition or -- excuse me, not his deposition, his 

12 testimony, and I had to respond to it. 

13 Q. I'd like to direct your attention to, I guess, a 

14 CUStomer service aSSiStant Sitting in front of the ROS 

15 interface. 

16 A. Okay. Excuse me one second. I'm going to try to 

17 get myself a little organized up here. Let me 

18 straighten up the desk here. 

19 Q. Sure, take all the tine you need. I'll do the 

20 same. 

21 A. Thank you. I'm ready. 

22 Q. Can you -- while the customer service assistant is 

23 sitting in front of ROS, can you tell me any service 

24 that that BellSouth representative can't type in 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
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22 

23 

24 

information and get an order out the other end, any 

service or element that they can't use ROS to enter 

information for? 

A. I am not aware of any service element that they 

cannot type in in a sales service order SOCS acceptable 

format. 

Q. Okay. And they can do that even for complex 

orders, correct? 

A. Yes, just like DOE is utilized in the LCSC. 

Q. That's assuming that all the appropriate manual 

work has been done, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And perhaps beating a dead horse here, if I 'm the 

customer service rep, I'm sitting in front of ROS, I've 

entered in the information and the order comes out in 

SOCS, I have available to me other databases that have 

been populated by the one act of entering information, 

don't I? 

A. Yes, you do, just like the CLECs do. They have 

access to the same databases. 

Q. But they don't have it in their own databases like 

BellSouth does, do they? 

A. No, they're responsible for their databases. 

Q. So they would have to make an additional entry 
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PROCEEDINGS 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: This hearing of the Georgia 

Public Service Commission in Docket Number 11853-U will now 

come to order. 

Cross examination of Mr. Talbott is proceeding. 

VICE CHAIRMAN BURGESS: No, he's got to presented. 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: He has to be sworn. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Oh, he's just now coming up? 

MR. ROSS: Yes ‘ sir. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Well, go ahead and call him 

then. 

MR. ROSS: Just one housekeeping matter, Mr. 
i' 

Chairman. I believe BellSouth forgot to introduce into 's.. 

evidence BellSouth Exhibits 4 and 5 and we'd ask that that 

be done at this time. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Any objection? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Admitted without objection. 

(The documents, heretofore marked 

as BellSouth Exhibits 4 and 5, were 

received in evidence.) 

MR. LAMOUREUX: AT&T calls as its next witness 

Dave Talbott. 

Whereupon, 

DAVID TALBOTT 
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gateway interface. What AT&T really wants is entirely new 

non-industry standard machine-to-machine maintenance and 

repair interface. This simply isn't required. Through 

TAFI, BellSouth provides AT&T access to the same system used 

by BellSouth's own retail units. AT&T's representatives who 

use TAFI see the same screens, can perform the same 

functions and have absolutely nondiscriminatory access to 

BellSouth's maintenance and repair system. 

What AT&T complains about is that it can't be 

integrated into AT&T's back office systems. That may well 

be true, but as the FCC has said in Texas and New York, that 

is not necessary as long as AT&T has the same access to 

BellSouth's maintenance and repair system as does BellSouth 

retail units. And it does. 

If AT&T actually wants a machine-to-machine 

interface for maintenance and repair, it can ask for one, as 

long as it is willing to pay for the development of such a 

system, it can have one. Instead, AT&T is simply asking 

this Commission to provide AT&T with more than it is 

entitled to, and to provide the service at no cost to AT&T 

If it can get away with that kind of approach, I suppose it 

makes good business sense. But in this case, parity doesn't 

require such a systems. If AT&T wants it, it should pay for 

it. 

Thank you, this concludes my summary. 
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Q I'm Marsha Rule and we've met before, haven' t we, 

Mr. Pate? 

A Yes. 

Q I recognize that the hour is late, so I will 

endeavor not to keep y'all very long. I've got a couple of 

questions for you about change control, Mr. Pate -- 

A Certainly. 

Q -- Issue 41. This Commission has actually been a 

leader in the region on the issue of change control, hasn't 

it? 

A Yes, they have. 

Q And, in fact, the original change management 

process was established by BellSouth in connection with this 

Commission's guidance, wasn't it? 

A The Commission was very active back several years 

-- well not years, but months -- roll over years -- yes. 

Q So you would agree, wouldn't you, that the 

Commission certainly has the expertise and the historic 

knowledge to review the current change control process to 

determine if it should be modified as AT&T requests? 

A Well now, I don't know that I agree with that. 
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I'm not saying -- not the expertise in the Commission, by 

any means. While they've given some guidance from their 

understanding of what the need is, I think the expertise 

lies with BellSouth and the CLECs. 

Q Have you reviewed Mr. Bradbury's rebuttal Exhibit 

Number 3 that shows all the changes to the change control 

process that AT&T is requesting? 

A Yes, I have. 

Q And do you understand that AT&T isn't asking 

BellSouth to adopt this exhibit, or asking the Commission to 

adopt the exhibit and write it in stone, but to adopt it as 

part of the ongoing change control process? 

A I'm not quite sure that I understood it that way. 

The way I heard Mr. Bradbury state it was he wanted the 

Commission to order us to do these. To me, that's pretty 

much adopted in stone. I haven't heard, or did not pick out 

in his testimony where he was referring that this would just 

be a starting point. 

Q Now you've described the change control process as 

collaborative, haven't you? 

A Yes, I have. 

Q And changes to BellSouth's business rules are 

supposed to go through the collaborative change control 

process, aren't they? 

A That's as currently defined, yes. 
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Q  Okay. Now BellSouth recently released some 

business rule changes that didn't go through the process, is 

that correct? 

A Which ones are you referring to? 

Q  Issue 9-G of BellSouth's business rule changes. 

A I think there were some that did not get the 

proper coverage, I would agree. 

Q  And some of those business rule changes required 

CLECs to do some coding on the CLEC side of the interface in 

order to continue passing orders, is that correct? 

A I have not personally reviewed it but, subject to 

check, I'll accept that. 

Q  And are you aware that the CLECs have explained to L... 

BellSouth that they didn't have enough notice or time to do 

the coding that would be required? 

A That's what I've heard, yes, that specific one 

that you're referring to. 

Q  And BellSouth released Issue 9-G of the changes in 

any event, didn't it? 

A That's what happens -- to my  understanding, that's 

correct. However, let me just clarify that this has been an 

evolving process, evolving from not just a standpoint of the 

documentation, but also evolving from BellSouth in 

developing its internal processes to support the process. 

So while what you say has happened in that case, there may 
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1 be other instances where we didn't follow it as well as it 

2 is currently documented today. It hasn't always been 

3 clearly documented that way. And our internal processes 

4 have been refined, and we are committed to the -- to the 

5 process. 

6 Q What's the current version number of the change 

I control process? 

8 A 2.0. 

9 Q When was that adopted as 2.0? 

10 A August -- I think it -- I've forgot the exact 

11 date. August 23rd or something along that time frame. 

12 Q And when was Issue 9-G of the business rule 

13 changes released? 

14 A I'm not sure. 

15 Q It was well after August, wasn't it? 

16 A I'm not sure. 

17 Q Now, if I understand your testimony, one of the 

18 reasons that you object to this Commission making a 

19 determination about AT&T's request for changes to the change 

20 control process is that only AT&T and BellSouth are involved 

21 in the docket, correct? 

22 A Only in this docket as an arbitration, that's 

23 correct. 

24 Q Okay. So you believe it would be more appropriate 

25 for this Commission to make these issues part of its ongoing 

Page 1092 
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A No, I really don't. What I thank would be more 

appropriate is for the Commission to send the guidance back 

to the body itself, a forum -- industry forum to work 

through these issues. And if they cannot actually resolve - 

- once you fine tune to those few issues that we just can't 

see eye to eye, there's a process built in there for 

internal escalation within BellSouth, and if that's not 

sufficient, then to take it in the form of an issue to the 

appropriate commission. 

VICE CHAIRMAN BURGESS: Let me ask a question. 

One of the concerns -- I just have a general concern about 

making changes to the process documented in the arbitration 

cases. I read this document during the day, and one of the 

things that I noticed in the section regarding changes of 

processes, it doesn't include anything about arbitration 

being a vehicle to make changes or not make changes. so I 

guess in my mind, one of the concerns I would have is, if 

another party filed arbitration -- say the Commission 

adopted this agreement, there's nothing in this agreement 

that I see that would prohibit another party from seeking to 

arbitrate the same issue, saying we've got some problems 

with the process, the change management process, and coming 

back here and making those changes in the context of an 

arbitration case. I guess one of the questions is, if the 
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Commission were to adopt these changes, should there be some 

verbiage in this document that would provide one method to 

change of process is arbitration? I ask you that question, 

Mr. Pate, just hypothetically, if the Commission were to 

adopt this document, would it be necessary to include as a 

vehicle for prospective change future arbitrations? 

THE WITNESS: Well that's absolutely the question, 

Commissioner. To me, from my personal view, arbitration is 

still not the appropriate forum, because arbitration really 

exists between BellSouth and one particular individual CLEC. 

And as much as CLECs work jointly in some areas, I don't 

think any of them are going to give proxy to another CLEC in 

arbitration to state their issues around something that 

impacts them all. However, nothing prevents them from 

joining in terms of trying to ask the Commission to give a 

general docket or a complaint, things of that nature, if 

they agree to whatever they're filing. And to me, that's 

what we're trying to say in the process, that you can take 

it to the Commission through a formal proceeding, not an 

arbitration proceeding. It could be a complaint filed or 

whatever if they have an issue in dispute we cannot resolve 

among ourselves. 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q Mr. Pate, do you agree that this Commission does 

have authority to order changes in the change control 
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process? 

A This Commission has the authority to order 

! 
I 

095 ( i 

anything that it thinks is appropriate. That's for this 

Commission to decide. 

Q Turning to Issue 42. Do you understand that AT&T 

is asking in this case for the ability to submit electronic 

orders for all services and elements? 

A Yes. 

Q And you would agree, wouldn't you, that electronic 

ordering is cheaper and faster, generally speaking, than 

manual ordering? 

A Generally speaking. There's only a couple 

exceptions. One would be where you just don't have the 

volume for that particular transaction. If you did one or 

two of something a year, it's not going to be cheaper to go 

through the process of the dollars associated with 

developing that code and maintaining that code. In that 

case, because there's so few, you probably really are 

cheaper to have someone manually do it. 

Q Okay. So generally you agree with me with that 

exception? 

A Yes. 

Q And generally speaking again, electronic ordering 

and processing is less prone to error, isn't it? 

A Yes and no. I mea*, you're still prone to the 
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1 errors of entry, but then all the mechanization takes place 

2 after that and obviously it's less prone. 

3 Q BellSouth has already gone ahead and automated 

4 some ordering and processing for CLECs, hasn't it? 

5 A Yes, most definitely. 

6 Q For example, CLECs can order residential POTS 

7 resale electronically and it will be processed 

8 electronically, correct? 

9 A Yes. I mean, to state it clearly, 82 percent, 

10 based on last month's order volume, was submitted 

11 electronically -- BellSouth. Eighty-two percent of all the 

12 electronic -- excuse me, all the LSR submissions. 

13 Q And most of those were for resale, weren't they? 

14 A Certainly. I mean, that's your highest volume, in 

15 resale, certainly. 

16 Q Now, if I understand your testimony correctly -- 

17 in your written testimony, you say that electronic 

18 processing of most other services -- for which electronic 

19 ordering and processing isn't available for CLECs right now. 

20 You're saying it's also not available to BellSouth, is that 

21 correct? 

22 A I'm not quite following you. I apologize. DO you 

23 have a particular place to refer me or just restate the 

24 question for me. 

25 Q Sure. Let's take a look at page 110 of your 

Page 1096 
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testimony, beginning on line 3. 

A 110, line 3? 

Q  There's a sentence that begins on 

starts out because. 

A Yes, I've read that. 

Q  Could you read that, please? 

/ 

Page 1097 (" 

ine 3. It 

A Do you want me to read the sentence? I’m sorry. 

Q  Yes. 

A Okay. The sentence that starts on line 3 of 110 

of my  testimony reads, "Because the same manual processes 

are in place for both CLEC and BellSouth retail orders, the 

processes are competitively neutral, which is exactly what 

both the Act and FCC require". 
', 
x  

Q  Okay. Now you also explain in your testimony that 

MultiServe is an example of a service that you say BellSouth 

has not automated for itself, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q  And while you've got your testimony, could you 

turn to your Exhibits 15 and 16, please. 

Commissioners, I have copies of those exhibits for 

YOU I so you don't have to flip through your documents. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay, fine. 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q  Now Exhibit 15, which is not -- unfortunately is 

not indicated on this document, is labeled CLP, Complex 
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Services, Multiserve, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And that means CLP, and that's a North Carolina 

designation for competitive local provider, correct? 

A That's correct. 

a And the next document, which is your exhibit 16, 

is labeled BST Retail: Complex Services, MultiServe, 

correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And in these two documents, you say that you 

compare the multiserve ordering process for BellSouth retail 

and for the CLECs, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And we talked about these same documents in North 

Carolina, didn't we? 

A Yes, we did. 

Q Let's take a look at the diagram for BellSouth 

retail first. There's a notation at the bottom of the page 

that says shade indicates manual processing. 

A Yes. 

Q So all these boxes that are shaded means that 

there are manual steps involved and they are not electronic 

for BellSouth, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Over on the right-hand side of the page there are 
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1 two boxes that are unshaded. Could you tell me what the top 

2 of that two boxes represent? 

3 A Are you referring to the box that reads CSA-order 

4 entry into ROS? 

5 Q Yes, sir. 

6 A ROS is the regional ordering system. That's the 

7 BellSouth system where we submit our service orders for our 

8 business transactions. The CSA is the customer service 

9 assistant that actually enters the order. Then you can see 

10 the line is indicating it's going to the service order 

11 communication systems, SOCS. That's where that order, once 

12 entered in the SOCS-compatible format, is transmitted there 

13 for further provisioning by the down-stream systems. 

14 Q And those aren't shaded, so that means that's an 

15 electronic process on this schedule, correct? 

16 A That means it's an electronic transmission of a 

17 SOCS-compatible formatted service order to SOCS. 

18 Q Okay. Could you turn to Exhibit 15, the CLEC 

19 complex service order. 

20 A I'm there. 

21 Q Okay. And the two unshaded boxes are more in the 

22 middle of the page here. What do those indicate? 

23 A The one in the middle, the first one, reads CSA - 

24 order entry into DOE. So there's still a customer service 

25 assistant entering into the direct order entry, which is the 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-FU3 

Page 16 of 30 

t . 

,.- , !  

Page 1099 (, 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 1100 

system we used in the local carrier service center for 

entering the orders that are submitted to us that we get 

manually. You can see the line indicating to the same 

system, which is the common point, the service order 

communications system, SOCS, for once again, further 

downstream provisioning processing. 

Q  Okay. But in each case, it's a BellSouth customer 

service representative who is doing the ordering into the 

system, is that correct? 

A That is correct. It's designed that way. 

Q  Okay. Now when the customer service 

representative enters the order into ROS on the BellSouth 

chart, it has an electronic record of the order, correct? 

A I'm not quite clear what you mean by electronic 

record. 

Q  Well, I guess one way to put it would be that -- 

or to ask you whether the order entry into ROS by the 

BellSouth customer service representative creates any 

information in any other BellSouth back-end system. 

A What it creates is a service order that's 

transmitted to the SOCS for further provisioning. 

Q  Well, let’s say -- does it also update the 

customer service information records? 

A That order itself that's created in ROS does not. 

That's part of the provisioning process. 
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Q Does the customer service representative have to 

enter it separately into the customer service information 

records, or is that record created as part of the same 

order/entry process? 

A The information that you're updating into the 

customer service record is a result of the provisioning 

process. It is a result of when that order is submitted and 

when it's provisioned by the various further downstream 

systems when the order is actually completed. That gets it 

updated into the customer records information. 

Q Well if you'll give me a moment, Mr. Pate, I’m 

going to look in to North Carolina transcript, because I 

believe you agreed with me that there was an order/entry -- 

one-time order/entry that updated some other data bases. 

So, I guess the question I would ask you is, have you 

changed your answer? 

A No, I haven't changed any answer from North 

Carolina, so I'm obviously not hearing the question the 

same. 

Q I'll let Mr. Bradbury look that up. 

Okay, let's look at the CLP, complex services 

chart, again. Again, this is a BellSouth customer service 

representative entering information into DOE, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Does that electronic entry create any billing 
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1 record entries for the CLEC? 

2 A It only creates the billing record when we bill 

3 the CLEC. The CLECs, if you're referring to how they bill 

4 they bill their customers, no that would be a part of their 

5 systems. 

6 Q And the CLEC's customer service information 

7 records aren't updated either by the act of that order- 

8 entry, are they? 

9 A Definitely not. That's not how it's designed nor 

10 a requirement that I'm aware of. 

11 Q Okay. On the other hand, BellSouth gets to order 

12 -- or enter the order information once into the ROS system 

13 and that information is then accessible in other parts of 

14 BellSouth's back-end systems, isn't it? 

15 A That information is actually placed in whatever 

16 appropriate systems is a result of that provisioning of 

17 BellSouth, if that's what you mean by it's available, yes. 

18 a Okay. As a result of that one order entry 

19 process? 

20 A As a result of a representative from BellSouth 

21 entering a service order, like it's always been, then the 

22 system is going to process that and update whatever 

23 appropriate systems are for us to serve that customer. 

24 That's our system's design, what we refer to as the Legacy 

25 systems. 
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Q SO as a result of BellSouth's system design and 

the way BellSouth has chosen to set up the systems for 

CLECs, if the CLEC wants to have the same information in its 

back-end systems, it'll have to go through a separate order- 

entry or information-entry process, won't it? 

A Only for that that's manually submitted is it 

going to have to do so. You know, a big issue with the FCC 

is being able to give you orders that are integratable, and 

that you can get some information back and integrate your 

system. But you're responsible for that part of your system 

that's going to do that integration. 

Q Well, I would rather not get into the FCC orders. 

Do you understand that what AT&T is asking for is basically ( 

to be able to have its customer service representative type 

the information into a system that will allow electronic 

ordering, just as BellSouth has, and allow its internal or 

back-end systems to be populated just as BellSouth does? 

A No, actually I don't understand it that way. 

Based on what your request was, was the ability to submit 

all of your orders electronically. I've never read anything 

into this at all about you being able to get any information 

back to update your systems. It's being able to get it -- 

input it and get it to flow through is the two issues -- 

sub-issues that you've discussed there. So I have not 

interpreted it that way. 
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COMMISSIONER BARER: Mr. Pate, what are the 

drawbacks, technically or financially, to complying with the 

request AT&T has made? I mean, as for cost, just give me 

your best educated guess. 

THE WITNESS: Certainly. Well they have two 

issues. Now the first issue is to be able to submit 

everything electronically, and their concern, as I 

understand it is, that we actually had the opportunity to do 

such since our systems are designed that way under SOC- 

compatible format. For a CLEC to do that, though, we're 

dealing with a local service request format, an industry 

standard national format. That we have to take that and 

actually convert it. You have to develop coding to convert 

that LSR format to a SOCs format so our systems can process 

it. That is rather challenging for the very complex orders 

to do so. We haven't been able to develop that code, how to 

do that, make that translation in all of these cases. 

That's the issue from just the ability to submit it 

electronically. 

One way they could do it, if they had our exact 

same system, which there are many reasons probably why they 

would not want to. One, it's not-an industry standard. It 

would only work for BellSouth's region. I haven't found 

anybody frankly that's made the offer that's willing to go 

through that investment as a CLEC, to train their personnel 
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to use a system just for that purpose. Plus, some of these 

systems won't do -- like a -- may not do all the 

transactions that they would have a need for in terms -- 

they would have to have -- my  sinuses are kicking in here -- 

to try to explain this. They may have to have more than one 

system to be able to do residential versus business the way 

it's designed. For example, if they used our R&S system, 

that's only designed to do residential. 

And to get to the other issue is the flowing 

through of everything. I've really kind of touched on it 

already in that translations piece. That's the main 

component associated with that and we haven't been able to 

develop that coding. We have -- I'm not saying that you 

can't do it for everything, but the ones where we're down to 

now are extremely complex orders. We haven't figured out 

how to do it and some of those are of a volume nature that I 

discussed earlier. You may not want to do it. You don't 

enough of them. 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: But just to give me an idea, 

it sounds like this is an expensive, complicated process, is 

that right? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, most definitely. I mean, it's 

going to be very expensive just to figure out the coding, 

much less put it all in place and then maintain it on and 

on-going basis as things may change here. I mean, these are 
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things that you're talking about developing without any type 

of industry standards to assist in that process. Those may 

still evolve. Not that we wait on industry standards, 

sometimes we try to be the leader of those. This is not an 

easy effort. I know this Commission has looked at through 

the performance docket, to try to put a team out there to 

assess, to improve these things. And if that's what this 

Commission orders in that, you know, we're going to be 

obviously leading that effort trying to do that. But we're 

already trying to do that now and it's a challenge. 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: Well would -- just 

hypothetically, what if a CLEC, or a group of CLECs said we 

will make the financial commitment to go hire, I don't know, 

a computer consultant, a software consultant to make this 

work? I mean, if Bell -- if they were willing to do that, 

spend their own money to develop the system, BellSouth 

checked it out, it works, it's not going to crash your 

system, something like that might be acceptable? 

THE WITNESS: I would be definitely willing to 

entertain that. No one has come forth, obviously, with that 

type of offer, but we definitely would be receptive to 

sitting down and viewing what they would like to do in that 

respect. 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: Well what about if you just 

said well, we estimate the cost will be X and we'll divide 
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1 t out among all the CLECs and this is your proportionate 

2 hare, would you do it? 

3 THE WITNESS: Well, I think actually that kind of 

4 appens in OSS recovery, but I'm not the cost expert when 

5 ou think of it from that standpoint. 

6 Y MS. RULE: 

7 Q A follow-up question, Mr. Pate. For every 

8 usiness service that BellSouth offers its retail customers, 

9 customer service representative will sit down and enter an 

10 rder into ROS, correct? 

11 A Yes, that's correct. 

12 Q And then that order is electronically sent to SOCS 

13 here a service order is produced, correct? 

14 A Well, yes, but let me make sure I clarify that 

15 oint. I mean, these things don't happen by osmosis. 

16 ou've got to enter this stuff somewhere. My technical term 

17 tuff, this service order -- the systems that we've designed 

18 s to enter it in that SOCS-compatible format. The issue 

19 'e're talking about here is taking an LSR format and making 

20 hat translations, which could end up in several SOCS 

21 rders. That's complex. That's not easy to do. It's that 

22 ranslation, the coding and the impact of that that's at 

23 ssue. 

24 Q And that's exactly what AT&T wants, isn't it? 

25 A Yes. I can understand why you would want it. I'm 

Page 1107 / 
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just telling you that that's not something simple to do. We 

haven't been able to figure out how to do it, even though if 

you look at our results from the amount of orders that was 

submitted a year ago, this same time frame electronically 

was 49 percent. As I've already said, today it is 82 

percent. I think we've made some pretty durned good 

progress in a year's time. 

Q  And that 80-some percent referred to resale 

orders, did it not? 

A No, no, it refers to all orders -- 

Q  The bulk of which -- 

A -- of which the bulk are resale. If you take a 

look at the numbers and look particularly at the unbundled 

network elements, it has grown significantly this year as a 

result of our efforts. 

Q  Okay. Turning your attention to maintenance and 

repair. TAFI can't he used for maintenance and repair of 

all types of services, can it? 

A No, it's for basically POTS services. 

Q  Okay. So that leaves out unbundled loops and 

switching and transport among other things? 

A Yes. 

Q  Okay. And EFTA doesn't allow CLEC customers to -- 

or customer service representatives to correct all the 

service problems that they could correct if they were using 
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TAFI, does it? 

A I don't quite follow your question. Try me again. 

I apologize. 

MS. RULE: Well there might be an easier way to do 

this. In order to avoid asking you any questions about the 

FCC's order, what I would like to do, Commissioners, is mark 

as an exhibit an excerpt of the FCC's Louisiana 2 order, ask 

you to take official notice of the order and just let the 

order speak for itself and then I'm done. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: That is a marvelous idea. 

(Laughter.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: We will take administrative 
/ 

notice of it and allow you to introduce it. t< 

MS. RULE: And I believe that would be Exhibit 

Number 66. 

CHAIRMAN DLJRDEN: IS there any objection to that? 

I can't imagine that there would be. 

MR. LACKEY: No, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: And I'm correct. So it's 

admitted without objection. 

(The document referred to was 

marked for identification aas AT&T 

Exhibit Number 66 and received in 

evidence.) 

MS. RULE: I'm content to let the FCC's order on 
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Page 1110 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay. And, of course, 1'11 

remind you that if you want to make any commentary about it 

or any argument based on it, just put it in the brief. 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q Mr. Lackey has a request which I'm happy to 

fulfil, and that is about your North Carolina testimony. 

Unfortunately, I have only one copy of it. 

MR. LACKEY: Show it to him. 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q On page 205 of the North Carolina transcript, let 

me direct your attention to -- beginning on page -- or line 

18 through the next page. 

(The witness reviews the document.) 

A Okay, I've read it. 

Q And do you recall now agreeing with me that once 

the CSA enters the order into ROS, BellSouth has an 

electronic record of the order? 

A Yeah, it seems to be the same way you asked the 

question. My brain is not working as good I can tell you. 

But from the standpoint that it's electronically created and 

transmitted from a transmission to SOCS, and then SOCS does 

further provisioning, I think that's the framework that 

we're talking about in North Carolina, and I still agree 

with that. 

Docket No. 2000-465 
JMB-R23 

Page 27 of 30 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 

Q And you answered yes, correct? 

A Yes. 

, , 
111 i' 

Q And you agreed that the electronic record could 

then populate various databases such as billing records? 

A As part of the overall provisioning process, all 

of that gets populated. It's electronically done. It's a 

mechanized process unless something falls out as part of the 

provisioning process, then someone may have manual 

intervention. They correct, do whatever it is. Then much 

of it is done electronically going forward. 

Q And you agree that it can populate customer 

service information records and maintenance and repair 

databases? 

A Oh, yes, certainly. Yeah, that's part of the 

process. 

MS. RULE: Thank you. 

MR. LACKEY: No redirect. I would like to move 

Exhibits 23 through 39. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Any objection? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: They're admitted without 

objection. 

(The documents heretofore marked as 

BellSouth Exhibits 23 through 39, 

were received in evidence.) 
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MS. RULE: And AT&T would move 66. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: The witness is excused. 

(Witness excused.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Any objection? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: It's admitted without objection. 

(The document heretofore marked as 

AT&T Exhibit Number 66 was received 

in evidence.) 

Do we have any other housekeeping matters? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: I believe the procedural and 

scheduling order sets forth -- does it not set forth a 

briefing schedule? 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: The problem, Mr. Chairman, would 

be, we moved direct testimony out several times, so I don't 

think it actually comports with the time period because 

we've moved the hearing. That was changed also. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay. Well we need to set a -- 

will five days be long enough? 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: No, Commissioner. 

MR. LACKEY: Mr. Ross is writing the brief. If 

you would like it tomorrow it's okay with me. 

(Laughter.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Well, how long will it take you 
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to get a brief done? 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: We don't even have the transcript 

yet. 

CHAIRMAN DLJRDEN: Well they'll get you the 

transcript PD(2. 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: If we could have 10 days? 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: I'll give you 10 days, 10 

calendar days from today. 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: Can we negotiate 10 business 

days? 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Let the record reflect that Mr. 

Lackey is showing facial expressions indicating great 

be filed? 

MR. LACKEY: No, I said Mr. Ross had to write it 

and it could be tomorrow. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay. He doesn't need a 

transcript to do his. I'm sorry, I’m -- 

MR. LACKEY: We're tired. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Yeah, we're all tired. Let the 

record reflect that I’m -- these pitiful attempts at levity 

are mine. 

How long, two weeks? Do we have a deadline that 

we're going to run up against? I don't want to run up 

against a deadline. 
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1 would be something that’s actually 
impacting operational performance, causing us 
to not be able to process an order as 
quickly as we should, as accurately as we 
should. 

Anything that impedes them doing 
their job is essentially a Severity I. 

Q. Do you know if there is a time 
frame, a target time frame for solving 
Severity 1 problems? 

A. Generally I think the target time 
frame is 24 hours. 

Q. At the end of that 24 hours, if 
it all works as planned, what should happen? 

A. The software would be updated in 
the next maintenance period, which hopefully 
would be after midnight the next day. They 
wouldn’t upgrade software during production 
environment. 

Q. Would you repeat the last part? 
A. They would not upgrade so&are 

during the day, during production. They 
would upgrade software at night, put it 
through a test process on test platforms and 
ensure they didn’t create another anomaly 
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within the software before putting it on the 
production boxes. 

Q. You mentioned the next maintenance 
period. How often do maintenance periods 
occur? 

A. Every night. 
Q. What happens during maintenance? 
A. Tables are updated, bug fixes are 

tested and implemented. 
Q. That’s Severity 1. What are the 

other severity levels? 
A. I can’t give you the definitions, 

but there obviously are less severe 
situations than SEV 2, SEV 3. I can’t 
define them for you. 

Q. Do you know who could? 
A. Sure. Our IT organization can 

define those. 
Q. Possible name? Do you have a 

name for me? 
A. 1 can’t tell you the best name on 

the systems, I’ll be honest. I’ve only been 
on the job for a week. I can give you 
some names but I’m not sure I would -- 

MR. EDENFIELD: Let’s not guess. 

rage 16 

If you can answer, you‘can. If you can’t, 
don’t. 

Q. (By Ms. Rule) Do you know who 
the head of the IT organization is? 

A. From the perspective of local 
systems or the head of BellSouth Corporate 
IT? 

Q. Local systems. 
A. You’re looking for an offtcer 

level name or non-officer level name? 
Q. Not necessarily officer level. 

Somebody who could define for me what the 
various severity levels are. 

THE WITNESS: Can we give a name’; 
MR. EDENFIELD: If you know 

someone who can give the severity levels. 
A. My key interface into the IT 

organization is Susan Baughman, 
B-A-U-G-H-M-A-N. 

Q. I imagine from your job 
description, you’re very familiar with the 
operation of the LCSC? 

A. Fairly familiar. 
Q. You’ve described some processes 

where an LCSC service rep will lease an 

5 

; 

t 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
I5 
16 
17 
18 
I9 
20 

:: 
23 
24 
25 

rage 17 

order to a downstream system. One of the 
things we’re very interested in, obviously, 
is flowthrough. Do you have a flowthrough 
definition that’s used to describe service 
orders that come into the LCSC and go out of 
them, what constitutes flowthrough for you? 

A. A couple of different definitions 
of flowthrough. I’m not sure there’s a 
definition. But generally flowthrough 
describes an order that flows through our 
systems through the Service Order Control 
System, or SOCS, without being touched by a 
service rep. In other words, it came in 
electronically generally and flows through 
those systems. 

However, we also have flowthrough 
on orders that come in by fax and paper 
because we get tremendous numbers of fax and 
paper orders, particularly from smaller CLECs. 
So we attribute flowthrough to once the 
service rep builds the order and releases the 
order to the downstream systems, it flows 
without erroring out. So there are different 
detinitions. 

Q. So basically, though, it sounds 

5 (Pages I4 to 17) 
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1 like the difference in the definition is I 2 where vou start it oft? 
3 
4 

i I 
8 

190 II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

ii 
20 

A. That’s right. 
Q. So if we’re starting off an 

electronic order, the point at which you 
begin to judge whether it flows through is 
before it even comes to the LCSC, correct? 

MS. RULE: Strike that. 
Q. The point at which you begin to 

determine flowthrough is when it leaves the 
CLEC hands, correct? 

A. No. I wouldn’t agree with that. 
Q. If You could correct me. 
A. I would say that when it hits our 

mainframe. If it doesn’t fatally reject, 
because fields are missing, then it could 
flowthrough. But the order can come in from 
your ED1 system into our ED1 receiver, and 
it could be rejected due to fields being 
missing. Obviously it wouldn’t flow through. 
We would never see that. That would be a 
system-to-system interface. We wouldn’t 
attribute it leaving your system; we would 
attribute it beginning at the receiver of our 
systems. 

: 
3 
4 

i 
I 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2.5 

Page IQ 

Q. You mentioned that for 
powthrough, for orders received via fax or 
on paper, that the service rep builds the 
order and releases it to downstream systems, 
correct? 

A. That3 right. 
Q. Can you detine for me what you 

mean by the service rep building an order? 
A. A local service request comes in, 

an LSR, local service request. That order 
can be faxed in or be delivered by overnight 
mail. The service rep’s responsibility is to 
turn that into a true service order that 
meets the BellSouth definitions of service 
order. Field sizes, number of fields, what 
has to be populated, what’s option, et 
cetera. They would use a service order 
generated program to build that order. 

If it’s an LNP order, they would 
use the LNP gateway. If it’s not an LNP 
orders, they would use one of two systems: 
DOE, Direct Order Entry System, or SONGS. I 
don’t know what that stands for. Service 
Order Negotiation System, I think. 

They would use one of those to 

2 
3 
4 

65 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 
12 
13 

i; 
16 

t78 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
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assist us. So one of those‘three systems 
would be built. Those are service order 
generators. That’s the purpose of those 
systems. 

Q. So when would you say the order 
has been built? 

A. At completion of that activity. 
Q. What happens after the order has 

been built on the service order generator? 
A. It’s handed off to the Service 

Order Control System, SOCS. More edits are 
applied to it, and SOCS is a conduit to 
multiple other downstream systems, particularly 
network provisioning systems, in order to get 
the order actually provisioned in the 
network, and it’s a front end to our billing 
systems. Front end to provisioning systems, 
various provisioning systems, and front end 
to billing systems. Those are the next 
steps. 

Q. So if 1 understand you correctly, 
paper comes in, LCSC service rep builds order 
on the service order generator, whichever one 
is applicable to that particular order, 
releases the order to SOCS, more edits are 

Page 21 

: 
applied. If it passes those edits, it’s 
then released to downstream provisioning 

3 systems? 
4 A. Correct. 

z 
Q. When does the order become 

assignable? When does it achieve assignable 

ii 
status? 

A. I’m not sure what you mean by 
assignable. 

Q. Are you familiar with BellSouth’s 
processes for building orders for its own 
customers, it’s own retail customers7 

A. No. 
14 
15 
I6 
17 
18 
19 

i: 
:i 
24 
25 

From SOCS down, it’s the same 
process, but I’m not really familiar to talk 
to you about routine process, if those are 
the same systems. 

Q. When the order leaves the service 
order generator, does anything happen to it 
between the time it leaves the service order 
generator and the time it leaves SOCS except 
those edits you described to me? 

A. Hopefully not. The objective is 
that it’s perfect. 

Q. Can you tell me how flowthrough 
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BellSouth 
Service Quality Measurements Performance Reports 

ORDERING 

Report/Measurement: 
O-3. Flow-Through Error Analysis 

Definition: 
An analysis of each error type (by ettor code) that was experienced by the LSRs that did not flow through and reach a 
status for a FOC to be issued. 

Exclusions: 
Each Error Analysis is etror code specific; therefore exclusions are not applicable. 

Business Rules: 
The CLEC mechanized ordering process includes all LSRs, including supplements (subsequent versions) which are 
submitted through one of the three gateway interfaces (TAG, EDI, and LENS), that flow through and reach a status for u 
FOC to be issued. The CLEC mechanized ordering process does not include LSRs, which are, submitted manually (e.g., 
fax, and courier). 

Calculation: 
E Of errors by type 
Report Structure: 

. Provides an analysis of each error type (by ettor code). The report is in descending order by count of each error 
code and provides the following: 

p Error Type (by error code) 
P Count of each error type 
P Percent of each error type 
> Cumulative percent 
> Error Description 
P CLEC Caused Count of each error code 
> Percent of aggregate by CLEC caused count 
B Percent of CLEC by CLBC caused count 
> BST Caused Count of each error code 
> Percent of aggregate by BST caused count 
P Percent of BST by BST caused count 

Level of Disaggregation: 
zegion 
Jata Retained Relating to CLEC Experience Data Retained Relating to BST Experience 

. Report month . Report month 

. Total number of LSRs received . Total number of errors by type (by error code) 

. Total number of errors by type ( by error code) P BST system enor 
P CLEC caused error 

Xetail Analog/Benchmark: 
<ot Applicable 

Revision Date: 02/22/00 (tm) 
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LSR Flow-Through Matrix 

PRODUCT 

PLANNED 
FALLOUT 

F/T COMPLEX COMPLEX FOR EDI 
SERVICE ORDER MANUAL 

HANDLING ’ 
I I I I I 

2 wire analog DID trunk port INo”l UNE 1 Yes 1 Yes ) N 
1 Yes I LJNE ’ .‘- ’ .*- ’ *’ 

yire ISDN digital loop 
3 Way Calling 
4 wire analog voice grade loop 
4 wire l7Sfl R PRI diaital looo 

No UNE 
Yes No 1 No 
Yes UNE 1 Yes .__. . 
NO ,,NF 1 .I__ 1 I,-- I . . 

, -..- , IV” NO 

1 
, 

No 1 UNE 1 Yes Yes k 
1 

1 
Yes 1 NA Y 

NA Y 
NA V 

--sic Rate ISDN 
Call Block 
p=fr Enw=rding-Variable 

No Yes , I=- , ,.=a , 
Yes No 1 No ] No 1 4 
Yes No 1 hln t hln I ” 

NO 
1 Yes 1 No 1 No 
1 Yes I No I No 

DID ACT W No 
Digital Data Transport No 
Directory Listing Indentions No 
Directory Listings Captions No 
Directory Listings (simple) Yes 

, I.” , 
.- ( No 1 ii;; 4 

No Y 

No No 
No Y 
No Y 

No No NO Y 
NO No No Y 

YEi Yes NA N 
Yes Yes Yes Y 

Yea YAR Y 
I 

Yes iii i 
No Yes Y 

Yes Yes Y 
No No Y 

Page I6 of 73 
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-- , IN” ,I I 
o i No IYIYI.;: 

, I” , 
Iv I 

2s 1 Yes IY v 
I Yes Y y N N 
, Yes Y Y N N 

UNE 1 Yes 1 Yes Y Y N N 
.- , No Y Y Y Y 

Nn I No ] No Y Y Y Y 
2s 1 NA N N N N 

Multiserv 1 No ( Yes , 
Native Mode LAN interconnection 1 No 1 Yes 1 Yes ( 

I ’ 1 No 1 1 Y 1 ‘i 1 Y 
1 Yes 1 NA 1 N 1 N 

NA INI N 
N 1 N 
N 1 N 

(NMLI) 
Off-Prem Stations No Yes Yes NA N N N N 
Optional Calling Plan Yes No No No Y Y Y Y 
Package/Complete Choice and area Yes No No No Y Y Y Y 

lplus I I I I I 
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Preferred Call Forward 
RCF Basic 
Remote Access to CF 
Repeat Dialing ’ 
Ringmaster 
Smartpath 
SmarfRlNG 

SE 

. .-  . ._ 

Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No Yes 

No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

NI 
NC 
No 
No 
NA 
NP 

..- . ..” .-- I I I 
Tie Lines No Yes Yes 1 i 1 fi ( 

I I 
1 i 1 

Touchtone Yes No No No I’fl V I ” I ” I I I 
Unbundled Loop-Analog ZW, SLI, SL2 Yes UNE No NC 1 ;I i I; ’ N IYes - LENS, April 2000 
WATS No Yes Yes NP L NI N N N ) 
XDSL Extended LOOP No UNE Yes NA , ,. , 8. , . . , ,. , Nl N N N I 

I 
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Page 38 

1 designate by various interfaces whether it 
2 can be submitted using that electronic 

8 
9 

10 
II 
I2 
13 
14 
15 
16 
I7 
I8 
I9 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

interface. 
Q. So, as a CLP, I should be able 

to look at this table and determine which 
types of the services and products that I 
want to order for my customers, can only be 
ordered manually. Correct? 

A. As well as electronically, yes. 
Q. So if 1 look in the fifth column 

headed, Planned Fallout for Manual Handling, 
and I compare that information with the 
various EDI, TAG, LENS ‘99 and LENS columns, 
I can tell whether I can order a product 
electronically, but it will encounter design 
manual fallout? 

A. Yes. 
Q. This document also shows me what 

products and services that I might order that 
would encounter manual fallout for reasons 
other than by design? 

A. I guess I’m trying to understand 
fhe question. Manual fallout is supposed to 
be only by design. So I’m confused by the 
question. 

Page 39 

Q. Does fallout for manual handiing 
mean thev have errors in them. too? 

A. Yds. 
Q. Are there any areas that an order 

might fall out for manual handing, even 
though it could be submitted electronically? 

A. None come to mind. It’s either 
planned fallout flow through or there’s an 
error that results in that falling out. If 
there’s some other situation, I don’t recall. 

(Whereupon a discussion ensued off 
the record.) 

Q. (By Ms. Rule) The second column 
is headed F/T. Is that supposed to be a 
list that describes whether or not items will 
flow through? 

A. Yes. 
Q. If you look at footnote 5, which 

is under the first entry in that column, 
what does -- can you explain to me what 
footnote 5 means? 

A. Let me read this, please. 
0. Sure. 
A. Footnote 5 is identifying some 

situations where orders could manuatly fall 

1 

: 
4 
5 
6 
7 

; 
IO 
11 
I2 
13 
14 
15 
16 
I7 
I8 
19 
20 

23 
24 
25 

Page 4 

out. Does trigger a cou@le throughout where 
ones designed to flow through could actually 
fall out as in footnote 5. For example, let 
me find here for clarification purposes -- 
well, you go by the first one, expedite from 
a CLEC, so an order that they have expedited 
request -- that’s been designed for flow 
through by the nature they expedited it -- 
it’s going to have to fall out. So we can 
manually process it in order to try to meet 
their request. So you understand exactly from 
what I was saying earlier, there are 
situations such as foot note 5. 

Q. Seems to me, looking at footnote 
5, and that flow through column, that 
footnote 5 is actually complying to all the 
yeses in that column, inside of that first 
no. Do you agree? I’m wondering if it’s a 
typo. 

A. 1 see from your approach, the 
person who authored this, 1 see from the way 
you’re looking at it now, the confusion it 
could create. To see if there might be a 
better way -- more likely, it would be up 
there, besides the FT itself. 

Page 4 I 

1 Q. 

: 

So it appears to say to YOJ 
also, footnote 5, general application, that 
first entry under the flow through column? 

A. Yes. The other footnotes appear 
across the top in the columns. So I’m 
thinking, maybe, as you indicated, it’s just 
a typo, but I will be dealing with that and 
finding out. 

Q. So if I understand you correctly, 
though, footnote 5 is a list of conditions 
that will result in design manual fallout,. 
even though an item is ordered electromcallq 
and was otherwise eligible for flow through; 
correct? 

A. Let me go back and refresh my 
memory. 

Q. Okay. 
A. I think that’s the intent, because 

it starts off, Also, this may be better for 
all services to indicate yes. 

Q. So if I’m understanding this 
correctly, go back to the flow through 
column, everything that says “yes” should bf 
yes, unless one ofthe conditions listed in 
this footnote 5 apply, in which case they 
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wiil fall out for manual handling? 1 assume that special priding plan? Are you 
A. As a result of this discussion, 2 going to pay? There’s things that have to 

I’m having the same inclination. I would be dealt with. That’s what’s unique about 
like to reserve the right to talk to the : it. 
author of this report. I understand what Of course, it’s difficult to get 
they’re intending to say. I’ve. seen the 2 
report many times and looked at this document 

every little thing down here, when we’re 
7 

many times. It’s never hit me the way it’s 
using our best effort to explain it without 

8 having a voluminous document. 
hitting me now. 9 Q. Are you familiar with the 

Q. Just to walk through an example, IO BellSouth’s flow through matrix for 0% 199? 
the second product, entry two, wire analog 11 The first page is an E-mail. Do you see 
port, said, yes, it should flow through? 12 that? 

A. Correct. 13 A. Yes. 
Q, But if I understand footnote 5 14 Q. Ms. Will iamson is an AT&T 

correctly, it should flow through, unless one 15 employee? 
of these 12 or 13 things listed in footnote 16 A. That’s correct. 
5 are present, in which case it will fall 17 Q. Look down on the original 
out? 18 transmittal where it was sent to Ms. 

A. That is the way I interpret it, 19 Williamson. 
too. 20 A. 

Q. There’s another question we had 21 
Starts with -- Original message 

about footnote 5. It says --the very last 
from Beverly Shelton Williams. 

22 Q. Who is she? 
sentence says, All but the last one are 23 A. A member of the account team that 
unique to CLEC. What does that mean? 24 serves AT&T. 

A. Well, I need to talk to the 25 Q. She was a BelKonth employee? 

1 
2 

i 
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6 

87 
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IO 
II 
12 

134 
15 
I6 
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author on that as well. They were trying to 
categorize these as unique; and, frankly, : 

A. Yes. 
Q. So it appears from this e-mail 

theyIre not all unique, but most are unique. 3 that Beverly Shelton Williams forwarded a 
I think that% an area where we can go back A copy of the document to Jill Williamson, an 
and look, but the majority of these are 
unique to CLEC environment. i 

AT&T employee; correct? 
A. That’s correct. 

Q. Now, do you mean they don’t occur 
s7 

Q. Take a look at that document and 
in BellSouth retail orders? tell me if you know what it is. 

A. The way they’re trying to describe 9 MR. EDENFIELD: Are you 
it here. 10 representing this is the document attached to 

Q. Are BellSouth retail orders ever 11 the e-mail? 
expedited? 12 MS. RULE: Yes, I am. 

A. Yes. 13 THE WITNESS: I don’t know who 
Q. That one wouldn’t be unique? 14 developed the document at BellSouth, but it’s 
A. No. The way they labeled it 15 

here, the author may have been trying to 16 
talking about the requisition type, and 
activations is the first page that defines 

categorize that about -- there’s something I7 the issue 9 version, part of OSS99, which 
unique about that. 18 refers to a release that was made in, 

Q. Special pricing plans; does 19 
BellSouth bave special pricing plans? 20 

actually, December or January past year time 

Yes, but this is trying to deal 
frame, final production in January. Has 

A. 21 attached to it tbe combinations of the cables 
with a CLEC is taking over from a conversion 22 that you can use with flow through purposes 
standpoint. That has a special pricing plan. 23 as well as a series of pages that have 
So that’s unique from that standpoint. You 24 comments. 
have to deal it with: Are you going to 25 Q. (By Ms. Rule) Would you please 
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1 Q. 

2 A. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 Q. 

9 

10 A. 

11 

12 Q. 

13 A. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND EMPLOYMENT. 

My name is Gregory R. Follensbee. I am employed by AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) 

as a Director in its Law & Government Affairs organization, providing support 

for AT&T’s regulatory and legislative advocacy in the nine states that make up 

AT&T’s Southern Region. My office is at 1200 Peachtree Street, Suite 8100, 

Atlanta, Georgia 30309. 

DID YOU PREFILE DIRECT TESTIMONY ON FEBRUARY 6, 2001 IN 

THIS PROCEEDING? 

Yes, I did. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

I will be rebutting the testimony of Mr. Ruscilli for Issues 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 13, and 

21. 

ISSUE I: SHOULD CALLS TO INTERNET SERVICE PROWDERS BE 

TREATED AS LOCAL TRAFFIC FOR PURPOSES OF RECIPROCAL 

COMPENSATION? 

ON PAGES 12 AND 13, BELLSOUTH ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE 

COMMISSION HAS PREVIOUSLY ORDERED ISP-BOUND TRAFFIC 

BE TREATED AS LOCAL FOR PURPOSES OF RECIPROCAL 

COMPENSATION, WHICH SUPPORTS AT&T’S POSITION, BUT 

REQUESTS THAT SUCH TRAFFIC BE SUBJECT TO RETROACTIVE 

TRUE-UP FOR RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION WHEN THE FCC 



/ i 2 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

11 Q. 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ESTABLISHES ITS MECHANISM FOR COMPENSATION OF SUCH 

TRAFFIC. DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS REQUEST? 

No. There is no reason to make this an interim solution, subject to true-up on a 

retroactive basis once the FCC renders a decision on how this traffic will be 

treated. Calls made by either BellSouth or AT&T end users, that are ISP-bound, 

should be treated as local, and reciprocal compensation should be paid for such 

calls, until the Commission is pre-empted by the FCC from treating the calls in 

this manner. No true-up or retroactive application of any FCC rule is appropriate 

or warranted. 

WHY IS AT&T OPPOSED TO TRACK AND TRUE- UP? 

Under the terms of AT&T’s agreement that ended on August 13,200O but which 

is continuing in use until replaced by this renewal agreement, the rates, terms and 

conditions of the renewal agreement are retroactive to the day after the previous 

agreement expired. If AT&T is subject to a track and true-up provision on ISP- 

bound traffic, it will have to go back to August 14,200O and try to find records 

that can be used to determine what amount, if any, of the local traffic it both 

received and sent to BellSouth may have been ISP-bound traffic. Additionally, 

AT&T and BellSouth would have to reach agreement on how much of this traffic, 

and future traffic, was subject to tracking. AT&T has had experience with such a 

process with BellSouth, and has found that the parties cannot agree on how much 

of the total local traffic is ISP-bound. Thus, AT&T believes the more appropriate 

solution is to treat the traffic as local and only change that designation once the 

FCC asserts jurisdiction over how the traffic will be compensated. According to 

all information AT&T has available, the FCC does not intend to apply any future 

2 



2 

8 

10 Q. 

11 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

decision in a retroactive manner. AT&T would recommend this Commission also 

adopt any retroactive treatment as well. 

ISSUE 4: WHAT DOES “CURRENTLY COMBINES MEAN AS THAT 

PHRASE IS USED IN47 C.F.R § 51.315(B)? 

ISSUE 5: SHOULD BELLSOUTH BE PERMITTED TO CHARGE AT&T A 

“GLUE CHARGE” WHEN BELLSOUTH COMBINES NETWORK 

ELEMENTS? 

HAVE YOU REVIEWED BELLSOUTH’S TESTIMONY (RUSCILLI, 

PAGES 14-22) ON THESE ISSUES? 

Yes. However, BellSouth has blurred and obscured this issue so much that it may 

not be obvious what its position is, or, more precisely, what limitations it proposes 

on the use of combinations so as to render them less useful to CLECs. BellSouth 

says it will provide combinations to AT&T at cost-based prices “if the elements 

are, in fact, combined, and providing service to a particular service to a particular 

customer at a particular location.” What does this mean? In plain English, what I 

understand this to mean is that BellSouth will not provide a particular 

combination for a specific customer to AT&T (or any other CLEC) at UNE 

prices, unless the discrete elements that comprise that combination for that 

customer are physically combined at the time of purchase (whether or not those 

elements have ever been combined anywhere in BellSouth’s network, including 

for that customer) and are being used by BellSouth to provide service to the 

customer. In other words, AT&T may only use combinations to provide the same 

service to the same customers BellSouth is currently serving today, even though 

3 
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/- 2 
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14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

BellSouth routinely uses those same combinations throughout its network to 

provide service to its own customers in Kentucky. Specifically, for loops and 

switching, BellSouth readily agrees that it routinely combines loops and switching 

throughout its network and uses combinations of loops and switching to provide 

service to its own customers. However, BellSouth will not sell AT&T a loop- 

switching combination (often referred to as the UNE Platform or UNE-P) at UNE 

rates to serve a particular customer, unless the loop to that customer’s premise is 

already connected to a BellSouth switch and BellSouth is currently using that 

loop-switching combination to provide the service to that customer that AT&T 

wants to provide. BellSouth’s plea that the Commission “find that BellSouth is 

not obligated to combine UNEs that are not already physically combined,” thus 

obscures the real goal of BellSouth on this issue, which is to severely limit the use 

of UNE combinations by CLECs in Kentucky and thus continue to make local 

entry more difficult for CLECs. 

HOW DOES BELLSOUTH JUSTIFY ITS POSITION ON THIS ISSUE? 

BellSouth’s testimony is a blend of legal argument and economic rationalization. 

The goal of its legal argument is to assert that the Commission has the legal 

authority to make local entry even more difficult and expensive, while its 

remaining testimony tries to justify why it makes sense to do so. In the rebuttal 

that follows, I explain that even if BellSouth’s legal reasoning were correct - an 

issue with which I disagree, but that I fundamentally leave to the brief - there is 

no rational justification for making local competition harder, and therefore more 

costly, than it already is. 
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In support of its basic position that the Commission should make entry more 

difficult by sanctioning BellSouth’s refusal to offer any combination of network 

elements that it currently combines for itself, BellSouth advances three basic 

theories: 

5 l Forcing entrants to combine elements in inefficient ways will 

6 somehow produce efficient results; 

7 l Combining elements for entrants will discourage BellSouth from 

8 introducing innovative new technologies; and 
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l Requiring BellSouth to combine elements is “. .inconsistent with the 

Act’s basic purpose, which is to introduce competition into the local 

market.” 

As I explain below, however, none of these “justifications” can be squared with 

basic policy goals. At issue here is a simple choice. Should BellSouth provision 

network element combinations in the most efficient manner (i.e., combining those 

elements for entrants that it routinely combines today), or should it be allowed to 

require additional and unnecessary work - for both itself and the entrant - to get 

to the same result? There is one clearly favorable outcome - i.e., that elements be 

combined in the most efficient manner ~ that can be achieved only if the 

Commission rejects BellSouth’s proposal. 

The core “combinations” issue before the Commission in this arbitration is 

simple, yet far-reaching. Mass-market competition depends upon efficient 

provisioning systems structured to minimize cost and accommodate volume. This 

same basic conclusion applies with equal force to new combinations as it does to 

existing arrangements. Consumers are unlikely to accept entrants that can serve 

an existing line, but cannot provision additional lines or serve the customer at a 



2 

4 

6 Q. 

8 A. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

new location. Consumers will not benefit from policies that make local 

competition more complex, more cumbersome and more expensive. If the 

Commission wants competition for average consumers, then it must be committed 

to policies that make entry more simple and cost-effective. 

DO YOU INTEND TO RESPOND TO BELLSOUTH’S LEGAL 

ARGUMENT? 

No, not in any detail. Addressing the legal basis underlying BellSouth’s position 

is more appropriate to post-hearing briefs than testimony. Without attempting to 

render a legal opinion, however, I do believe a number of points should be 

considered. 

First, it would seem that the central legal issue concems the limits of the 

Commission’s discretion - that is, may the Commission evaluate BellSouth’s 

obligation on its merits, or m the Commission sanction BellSouth’s proposal, 

without regard for the consequences to Kentucky consumers. As I explained in 

my direct testimony, I believe that the Commission has the authority to judge the 

issue on the merits. Indeed, it already has. 

For its part, BellSouth places great emphasis on a decision from the Eighth Circuit 

(which the FCC and a number of other parties have requested the Supreme Court 

review) that had the effect of leaving vacated an FCC rule that would have 

removed any uncertainty that BellSouth was obligated to combine elements that it 

routinely combined. The Eighth Circuit’s decision, however, does not preclude 

this Commission from deciding the issue on its merits. For instance, the United 

States Courts of Appeals for the Fifth and Ninth Circuits have determined that it is 

consistent with the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the decision of the U.S. 
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27 Q. WHAT POLICY RATIONALE DOES BELLSOUTH USE TO JUSTIFY 
1 

28 

Supreme Court for state commissions to require ILECs to combine network 

elements. US West Communications v. MFS Intelenet, 193 F.3d 1112 (9” Cir. 

1999); Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. v. Wallet Creek Communications, Inc., 

et. al, 221 F.3d 812 (5ih Cir. 2000). These decisions have the practical effect that 

the ILEC must provide combinations to CLECs where the ILEC ordinarily 

combines such network elements to provide service. 

Moreover, BellSouth never tries to reconcile its position with other FCC rules that 

prohibit restricting network elements. For instance, FCC Rule 309(a) specifically 

provides: 

An incumbent LEC shall not impose limitations, 
restrictions or requirements on requests for, or the use of 
unbundled network elements that would impair the ability 
of a requesting telecommunications carrier to offer a 
telecommunications service in the manner the requesting 
telecommunication carrier intends. 

There is no apparent dispute that BellSouth cannot restrict the use of stand-alone 

loops (or switching or transport) to serve only customers who currently receive 

service from BellSouth. For instance, when an entrant orders a DS-1 loop to a 

customer premise, there is no requirement that the customer already be served 

over such a facility. BellSouth should not be allowed to restrict the use of 

combinations of elements in such manner. A combination of elements is just that 

- a combination of elements. There is no basis for BellSouth to impose 

restrictions on the use of such elements merely because they are provisioned in 

combined form. 

ITS REFUSAL TO COMBINE ELEMENTS FOR ENTRANTS THAT IT 
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A. BellSouth offers three “policy reasons” for its position. The first of these 

justifications is that requiring BellSouth to combine elements would (Ruscilli, 

page 17), according to BellSouth: 

not benefit consumers as a general matter, and would 

unnecessarily reduce the overall degree of competition in 

the market. 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUSION MAKE SENSE? 

A. No. The reason that entrants want BellSouth to combine elements is precisely 

because that is the most ef$cient way to obtain ordinary combinations. BellSouth 

routinely combines elements in the network today. It is reasonable to expect that 

its central offices are designed so that facilities used for routine cross-connection 

are easily (if not electronically) accessible, with procedures employed to avoid 

unnecessary reconfiguration and investment. 

Remarkably, rather than simply combining elements for entrants at those points in 

the network (such as existing cross-connect frames) that BellSouth has established 

for precisely this purpose, BellSouth is proposing to create new environments 

where entrants would do the same work. Under BellSouth’s proposal, entrants 

would combine elements in collocation space, or use assembly “rooms” or 

“points” specially constructed for this purpose. These additional steps - creating 

the assembly room/point, and then extending requested elements via new facilities 

and additional cross-connections - does nothing but create increased cost and 

points of potential failure. With respect to UNE-P, the absurdity of BellSouth’s 

8 

CURRENTLY COMBINES FOR ITSELF (OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

CHARGE A GLUE CHARGE)? 
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position is highlighted by its admission of its obligation to provide loops to 

CLECs at UNE prices to serve customers to which no loops are currently 

provisioned. BellSouth has admitted that for such customers in its serving area 

(e.g., customers in new subdivisions), BellSouth would have to sell AT&T a loop 

at UNE prices even though no such loop is in place today (and thus no Bellsouth 

service). Yet, even though BellSouth would sell AT&T that loop at UNE prices, 

BellSouth will not sell AT&T that very same loop connected to the BellSouth 

switch as a loop-switching combination (UNE-P), because that combination of 

loop and switch are not connected today and being used by BellSouth to provide 

setvice to the customer. 

The central criterion of “efficiency” is the elimination of unnecessary costs, yet in 

the lzame of efficiency BellSouth proposes the opposite result. Importantly, 

BellSouth’s proposal would result in more work and increased costs for !K& 

itself and new entrants. Even BellSouth would do “more combining” by cross- 

connecting the requested elements to the facilities necessary to extend the 

elements to the CLEC, not to mention the cost -- in time, money and space - to 

create the associated “assembly areas.” Expending resources for the sole purpose 

of achieving a less reliable and more costly environment is a wasteful exercise 

that can find no support in economics, common sense or sound policy. 

Q. SHOULD THE COMMISSION EXPECT LESS COMPETITION IF 

BELLSOUTH IS REQUIRED TO COMBINE ELEMENTS IT 

ROUTINELY COMBINES TODAY? 

A. No. Before addressing this point on the merits, however, consider the following 

paradox: Would it really make sense for BellSouth - the incumbent monopolist - 
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to advocate positions that increase competition, while AT&T - the new entrant - 

promotes policies that would produce less? Of course not. 

The more simple and cost effective it is to obtain network elements, the more 

customers entrants can reasonably serve. This proposition cannot be denied. 

BellSouth’s complaint is not that entrants won’t compete more extensively; its 

real complaint is that BellSouth does not want to “share” its network with 

competitors. 

BELLSOUTH QUOTES SUPREME COURT JUSTICE BREYER’S 

OBSERVATION THAT “...IS IN THE UNSHARED, NOT IN THE 

SHARED, PORTIONS OF THE ENTERPRISE THAT MEANINGFUL 

COMPETITION WOULD LIKELY EMERGE” (RUSCILLI, PAGE 17) TO 

SUPPORT ITS POSITION. IS BELLSOUTH’S USE OF JUSTICE 

BREYER’S OPINION HERE RELEVANT? 

No. Justice Breyer was addressing the threshold question as to what elements 

should be made available, while the issue here concerns how they should be 

offered. The FCC has already addressed the issue raised by Justice Breyer by 

concluding that entrants would be impaired -- and that competition would 

therefore be less -- without access to the network elements in question. 

What BellSouth seeks here is to subvert the FCC’s impairment decision by 

imposing provisioning practices that would increase the entrants’ cost to use the 

network elements to which it is legally entitled. There is nothing in Justice 

Breyer’s analysis that offers support for the proposition that inefficient 

provisioning systems will promote competition. If an entrant is impaired without 

10 



1 access to an element, then the law requires that it be available in a manner that is 

2 nondiscriminatory. 

4 Q. BELLSOUTH ALSO CLAIMS THAT COMBINING ELEMENTS FOR 

5 ENTRANTS WOULD DISCOURAGE FACILITIES-INVESTMENT BY 

6 BELLSOUTH (RUSCILLI, PAGE 18). IS THIS VIEW REASONABLE? 

7 A. No. First, BellSouth’s objection appears directed more at the TELRIC pricing 

8 standard than the requirement to combine elements (Ruscilli, page 18): 

9 . ..requiring BellSouth to combine UNEs at cost-based 
10 prices, particularly at Total Element Long Run Incremental 
11 Cost (TELRIC)-based prices, reduces BellSouth’s incentive 
12 to invest in new capabilities. TELRIC-based prices do not 
13 cover the actual cost of elements 
14 
15 As to the TELRIC pricing standard, BellSouth is simply wrong when it claims 

16 that TELRIC rates do not cover actual cost. The TELRIC standard explicitly 

17 requires that prices accurately reflect the forward-looking cost of network 

18 elements for the precise reason that it is an element’s forward-looking cost that 

19 will guide investment decisions. Just as BellSouth’s earlier argument was 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

structured to undermine the FCC’s impairment analysis, BellSouth’s testimony 

here is nothing more than an attempt to negate the TELRIC pricing standard. 

Moreover, BellSouth’s again misapplies Justice Breyer’s opinion for the 

proposition that BellSouth would not: 

undertake the investment necessary to produce complex 
technological innovations knowing that any competitive 
advantage deriving from those innovations will be 
dissipated by the sharing requirement. 

29 It is important to appreciate, however, that there is no “complex technological 

30 innovation” at issue here. BellSouth is refusing to combine b& building blocks 
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- i.e., loops to ports, or digital facilities (with multiplexing) to standard interoffice 

transport - that are generic, not proprietary. It is because these building blocks 

are vourinely combined that makes possible the efficiencies of the present system. 

There is nothing unique about these standardized combinations that would give 

rise to some “complex technological innovation.” This is network engineering, 

not improvisation. 

FINALLY, BELLSOUTH ARGUES THAT REQUIRING IT TO COMBINE 

NETWORK ELEMENTS IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE ACT’S BASIC 

PURPOSE (RUSCILLI, PAGE 18). DO YOU AGREE? 

No, not at all. BellSouth’s final objection is based on its view that the Act 

is intended to “introduce competition” not “subsidize competitors” 

(Ruscilli, page 18). On this much, we agree. However, there is nothing to 

suggest that requiring BellSouth to combine elements for rivals that they 

routinely combine for themselves would result in less competition or 

subsidized competitors. 

Consider the practical reality here. A customer moves into a new home and 

AT&T requests the combination (loop and port) needed to serve that customer. 

Under the approach recommended by AT&T, BellSouth would be required to 

combine these elements as they routinely do today. Once combined, even 

BellSouth would agree that the combination would be available to other 

competitors - including BellSouth - so that the customer could easily change 

local carriers in the future. Simple system, low cost, greater competition. 

In contrast, under BellSouth’s proposal, these same elements (loop and port) 

would be extended to a different location in the central office (such as AT&T’s 

12 
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collocation space or an “assembly room/point”) where they would then be cross- 

connected. The result: higher costs and additional points of failure. Moreover, 

under BellSouth’s approach, if the customer sought to change carriers, then the 

entire exercise of manually reconfiguring the requested combination to a different 

“assembly frame” would need to be repeated - at least until the customer moved 

to BellSouth. 

SHOULD BELLSOUTH BE PERMITTED TO IMPOSE A “GLUE 

CHARGE”? 

No. Even BellSouth acknowledges that the term “glue charge” is synonymous 

with “market rate”(Ruscilli, page 20). Of course, if a functioning “market” 

existed, there would be no need for UNEs. The requested facilities are deemed to 

be “unbundled network elements” precisely because entrants would be impaired - 

and, therefore, competition would be harmed - if they were not available at cost- 

based rates. 

Furthermore, the entrant is already compensating BellSouth for the elements it 

purchases - BellSouth’s “glue charge” is no different than a demand for above- 

cost rates. Glue charges must ultimately be recovered in the prices charged to 

end-users. BellSouth’s proposal is nothing more than a request to inflate its 

rivals’ costs so that it may inflate its rivals’ prices, thereby assuring that its own 

monopoly prices are protected from competition. The Commission should reject 

its proposal. 

24 Q. WHAT IS AT&T ASKING THE COMMISSION TO DO? 
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AT&T asks that the Commission find that BellSouth must provide a combination 

throughout its network as long as it provides the same combination to itself 

anywhere in its network and that only the approved LJNE rates will be applied to 

such combinations, with no “glue charge” added on. 

ISSUE 6: UNDER WHAT RA TES, TERMS, AND CONDITIONS MAY AT&T 

PURCHASE NETWORK ELEMENTS OR COMBINATIONS TO REPLACE 

SER VTCES CURRENTLY PURCHASED FROM BELLSOUTH TARIFFS? 

ON PAGE 23 OF HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY, MR. RUSCILLI STATES 

THAT IF THE END USER IS CURRENTLY UNDER A CONTRACTUAL 

AGREEMENT WITH BELLSOUTH, THEN THE TERMS OF THE 

RETAIL AGREEMENT OR CONTRACT THAT ARE APPLICABLE TO 

EARLY TERMINATION, INCLUDING PAYMENT OF EARLY 

TERMINATION LIABILITIES, MUST BE SATISFIED. HE FURTHER 

STATES THAT IF A CONTRACT IS TERMINATED EARLY, IT IS 

APPROPRIATE FOR BELLSOUTH TO IMPOSE A CHARGE FOR 

EARLY TERMINATION. DO YOU AGREE? 

No. In cases where AT&T is the wholesale purchaser of special access, it is not 

appropriate for BellSouth to apply early termination charges to AT&T. 

WHY IS IT INAPPROPRIATE FOR BELLSOUTH TO APPLY EARLY 

TERMINATION CHARGES WHEN AT&T SEEKS TO CONVERT A 

PURCHASE OF TARIFFED SERVICES TO A PURCHASE OF 

14 
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NETWORK ELEMENTS (OR COMBINATIONS OF NETWORK 

ELEMENTS)? 

First, AT&T is not a “retail user” of the tariffed services, as Mr. Ruscilli uses the 

term. AT&T purchases wholesale services from BellSouth. In these 

circumstances there should be no termination liability assessed when AT&T seeks 

to convert, not terminate, such tariffed services to unbundled network elements. 

The main reason termination liability charges should not apply is because 

BellSouth has not established that the termination charges are anything other than 

a huge penalty and an unjustified windfall. The penalty is not tied to any costs 

BellSouth incurs in processing the conversion. In fact, unlike when a retail end 

user changes providers from BellSouth to a CLEC, BellSouth is not losing AT&T 

as a customer. Rather, AT&T is merely seeking to change how the UNE 

combinations are billed. 

What BellSouth seeks to do contravenes the clear intent of the FCC’s 

Supplemental Order Clarification (Order No. FCC 00-l 83 released June 2, 2000 

in Docket No. 96-98). If this Commission approves BellSouth’s proposal, then 

BellSouth ultimately ends up with what it wanted all along -CLECs would not be 

able to use Enhanced Extended Loops (EELS) or other combinations to serve 

customers who are currently served through special access service. Additionally, 

if CLECs are required to pay termination charges, then it will have a chilling 

effect on competition. CLECs will not be able to pass on these additional and 

unwarranted costs to their customers. 

WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 
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Q. 

A. 

AT&T asks that the Commission prohibit BellSouth from applying termination 

charges when AT&T converts a purchase of tariffed services to a purchase of 

network elements (or combinations of network elements), such as converting the 

purchase of special access services to EELS. 

ISSUE 7: HOW SHOULD AT&T AND BELLSOUTH INTERCONNECT 

THEIR NETWORKS IN ORDER TO ORIGINATE AND COMPLETE CALLS 

TO END-USERS? 

MR. RUSCILLI USES THE TERMS POINT OF INTERCONNECTION 

(“POP’) AND INTERCONNECTION POINT (“I,‘) IN HIS DIRECT 

TESTIMONY. DO BELLSOUTH AND AT&T AGREE ON THE 

MEANING OF THESE TWO TERMS? 

AT&T and BellSouth agree on the meaning of the terms, but AT&T cannot agree 

with Mr. Ruscilli’s incorrect usage of them. Mr. Ruscilli is quite clear in his 

explanation of the terms Point of Interconnection (“POP’) and Interconnection 

Point (“IP”), but he is not entirely consistent in his application of these terms. 

Indeed, as I will describe later in this testimony, Mr. Ruscilli misapplies certain 

FCC rules addressing physical network interconnection as if these rules apply to 

the establishment of IPs (strictly a financial matter)‘. This Commission must be 

careful to understand the basis and usage of these two terms throughout this 

proceeding. 

I When I refer to ‘POP I am referring to the point where AT&T and BellSouth’s networks physically 
interconnect. When I refer to “IP” I mean the point on the terminating party’s network to which the 
originating party is obligated (i.e., has financial responsibility) to provide network interconnection facilities 
for the delivery of its originating traffic. 
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DOES MR. RUSCILLI ACCURATELY DESCRIBE THE DISPUTE 

BETWEEN THE PARTIES ON THIS ISSUE? 

No. Mr. Ruscilli misstates AT&T’s proposal in a number of respects. 

First, AT&T has stated that it will establish two IPs in each LATA, unless there is 

a de minimus volume of traffic that only justifies one IP. AT&T also agrees to 

establish an IP for each AT&T switching center in the LATA. Accordingly, if 

AT&T is successful in the Kentucky marketplace, AT&T will add switching 

centers and will establish an additional IP for each switch it adds in a LATA. 

Second, BellSouth fails to point out that AT&T proposes that the parties first 

attempt to come to mutual agreement as to the location of each party’s IP in each 

LATA and that the IP be based on the terminating NPA-NXX. This is a far cry 

from the unilateral designation that Mr. Ruscilli asserts is required under AT&T’s 

proposal. 

WHAT DO YOU UNDERSTAND BELLSOUTH’S PROPOSAL TO BE? 

First, that AT&T should be financially responsible for transporting its originating 

traffic all the way to each BellSouth end office in each BellSouth basic local 

calling area. Second, that AT&T should be financially responsible for 

transporting BellSouth’s own originating traffic from some point in a BellSouth 

basic local calling area to AT&T’s switch. 

HOW DOES AT&T’S PROPOSAL DIFFER FROM BELLSOUTH’S 

PROPOSAL? 
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AT&T agrees that AT&T should be financially responsible for transporting 

AT&T’s originating traffic to each BellSouth end office. This is consistent with 

applicable law and regulations. AT&T would provide the transport facilities 

between its switches and the BellSouth IP and AT&T would pay BellSouth a 

fixed, per-minute reciprocal compensation rate for the transport between the 

BellSouth IP and the BellSouth end office. This does not appear to be 

objectionable to BellSouth. 

However, contrary to BellSouth’s proposal, AT&T asks that BellSouth bear a 

reciprocal financial obligation for the transport of BellSouth’s originating traffic 

and not arbitrarily shift the cost for such transport to AT&T. Thus, under . . . 

AT&T’s proposal, for BellSouth’s originating traffic, BellSouth would provide 

the transport facilities between its switches and AT&T’s IP, and BellSouth would 

pay AT&T a fixed, per-minute reciprocal compensation rate for the transport 

between the AT&T IP and the AT&T end office. 

With respect to the method that will be used to establish the IP locations in each 

LATA, AT&T proposes that the parties first attempt to come to mutual agreement 

as to the location of each party’s IP in each LATA and that the IP be based on the 

terminating NPA-NXX. BellSouth, in contrast, proposes that the originating 

party have a unilateral right to designate where its traffic must be “picked up”, 

meaning the IP would be based on the originating NPA-NXX. BellSouth’s 

position is wrong, as I explain later, in that it forces AT&T to establish numerous 

IPs throughout the state and become responsible for BellSouth’s originating costs, 

in direct conflict with existing law and FCC rules. 
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UNDER AT&T’S PROPOSAL WHAT WOULD BELLSOUTH HAVE TO 

DO? 

First, BellSouth would provide the transport facilities from the BellSouth switch 

from which the call originates to the same relative point on AT&T’s network to 

which AT&T delivers its originating traffic on the BellSouth network. I use the 

term “top of the network” to identify that comparable point on each party’s 

network. Each party’s IP should be established at the top of its network. 

Second, BellSouth would pay AT&T the identical fixed, per-minute reciprocal 

compensation rate for the transport that AT&T provides for the termination of 

BellSouth traffic from AT&T’s IP across AT&T’s network. 

WHY DOES AT&T BELIEVE THIS IS FAIR? 

As I stated in my direct testimony, AT&T’s network covers a geographic area 

comparable to that covered by BellSouth’s network. Given this geographic 

comparability, it is only fair that each party have comparable and equivalent 

interconnection. The Commission should not give BellSouth’s network 

preferential treatment simply because it pre-existed local telephone competition or 

is based on a traditional hierarchical network architecture. Conversely, the 

Commission should not penalize AT&T because it has chosen a different network 

design than that used by BellSouth. The real test for equivalency should be 

geographic comparability that provides the two parties the means to effectively 

compete. AT&T’s network meets this test. 
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A. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. RUSCILLI’S ASSERTION THAT 

BELLSOUTH DOES NOT HAVE A NETWORK, BUT “A HOST OF 

NETWORKS THAT ARE GENERALLY INTERCONNECTED”? 

No. Mr. Ruscilli made numerous claims throughout his testimony that BellSouth 

has a “separate” network in each BellSouth basic local calling area.’ Under 

scrutiny, such “Balkanization” of BellSouth’s network is nothing more than a 

semantic effort by BellSouth to buttress its theory as to why AT&T should 

interconnect wherever BellSouth determines. 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

A. There is no such thing as a “BellSouth local network” that can be physically 

separated and identified. BellSouth has not labeled each piece of switching or 

transmission equipment as “local-only”, “toll-only” or “access-only.” There is 

simply no business reason to do so. The assertion that a local-only network exists 

is contrary to the way that equipment and facilities are assigned to provide new 

services. BellSouth has designed a highly integrated network to provide 

BellSouth the flexibility to adjust to changes in traffic volumes of the various 

services it offers according to market conditions. In other words, a certain piece 

of equipment in the BellSouth network used today to provide local service may 

become spare and used tomorrow to provide a toll service. To do otherwise, 

would create a risk of stranding plant for some services and exhausting plant for 

other services. 

’ For example, on page 24 Mr. Ruscilli states that “With regard to ‘local networks,’ BellSouth, in any 
given LATA, has several such local networks, interconnected by BellSouth’s long distance network. 
Again, on page 33 Mr. Ruscilli asserts that “BellSouth may have fifteen or hventy calling areas in the 
LATA.” 
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HOW DOES THIS APPLY TO LOCAL SWITCHING? 

The typical end office switch is used to originate and terminate local traffic, 

intraLATA toll traffic, and inter-exchange traffic from and to inter-exchange 

carriers. If BellSouth’s claim that is has deployed a “distinct” local network were 

true, then BellSouth would have deployed three separate local switches, one for 

each type of traffic in each local calling area. BellSouth has not done so. That 

would be an inefficient design. 

Another example of BellSouth network integration can be found in the manner in 

which BellSouth combines local, toll and access traffic on common trunks 

between its tandem switches and end office switches. BellSouth does not create 

separate trunk groups for each class of services. To do so would require that 

BellSouth install many additional trunks, since the period of peak traffic load 

often varies by the type of traffic. Accordingly, the call carrying capacity of a 

trunk group having a mix of traffic is greater than a single-use trunk group. 

However, the most probative evidence that BellSouth’s assertion about a basic 

local network in each BellSouth basic local calling area is inaccurate is 

BellSouth’s use of local tandem switches. In Kentucky, BellSouth has more local 

calling areas than it has local tandems. The fact that BellSouth has fewer tandems 

than local calling areas means that, contrary to Mr. Ruscilli’s assertions, 

BellSouth is routing some of its local traffic beyond the boundaries of its local 

calling areas for its own reasons. In fact, it would be very surprising to find that 

BellSouth did not subscribe to this common engineering practice. Every large 

local telephone company uses local tandem switches because it is the least costly 
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1 method of interconnecting many end offices until certain traffic thresholds are 

2 reached, and this method provides alternative routing during peak traffic periods. 

3 For instance, in the Louisville LATA, BellSouth has established thirty-three basic 

4 local calling areas, collectively served by a single local tandem. Using the 

5 implausible standard suggested by BellSouth, the Commission would conclude 

6 

7 

that BellSouth has thirty-three “local networks”, each serving a basic local calling 

area. In this specific case, as well as numerous other areas across the state, 

8 BellSouth carries its local traffic beyond the basic local calling area, because that 

9 is the least costly and most efficient way to provide telephony service. 

10 BellSouth’s primary objection to AT&T’s proposal is its claim that it has one 

11 network per basic local calling area, rather than one integrated network, and thus 

12 a CLEC must provide physical interconnection at every one of these “basic local 

13 networks.” However, BellSouth asks this Commission to reject AT&T’s proposal 

14 on an incorrect premise. BellSouth’s network should not be viewed as an 

15 integration of individual networks, but rather the integrated network that it is. 

16 Moreover, Mr. Ruscilli’s claim of separate and distinct networks that require 

17 multiple connections to each one is contradicted by his company’s own press 

18 statements. In one press release, BellSouth states: 

19 BellSouth’s e-Platform provides unique “bunker- 
20 like” security and reliability against potential 
21 natural and man-made disasters because BellSouth 
22 utilizes “battle-tested,” existing facilities that have 
23 weathered hurricanes like Hugo, Andrew, and 
24 Floyd. BellSouth is also building upon some three 
25 million miles of fiber optic cable, 1,650 central 
26 offices, 50 BellSouth Managed Facilities, 15,000 
27 Sonet rings and over 500 fast-packet switches with 
28 its e-Platform initiative.3 

’ BellSouth Launches ‘E-Platform ’ for Business: New E-Biz Centers to Unleash Power of Extensive, fiber- 
based &mm%, BellSouth News Release (Sept. 26,ZOOO). 
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In another press release, BellSouth touts itself as an “integrated communications 

services company” that provides customers with “integrated voice, data, video, 

and data services to meet their communications needs.“4 BellSouth cannot have it 

both ways. It cannot claim Balkanized specialized networks for competitors 

while touting integrated networks for its end user customers. 

SHOULD THE BELLSOUTH BASIC LOCAL CALLING AREAS BE THE 

BASIS OF NETWORK INTERCONNECTION? 

No. BellSouth repeatedly asserts that AT&T should be required to pay for 

transport of BellSouth’s own local calls beyond the BellSouth basic local calling 

areas. Contrary to these assertions, basic local calling areas should not form the 

basis of network interconnection. First, basic local calling areas may be subject to 

substantial changes as BellSouth and CLECs seek competitive advantages to their 

respective local service offerings. A case in point is BellSouth’s Area Plus calling 

plan, which allows its customers to make local calls throughout a LATA on a flat- 

rate basis. Second, to be fair, interconnection should not be done solely on the 

basis of BellSouth’s existing basic local calling areas. Basic local calling areas 

bear no relationship to the geographic scope or capability of telecommunications 

equipment, such as switches. To base interconnection on BellSouth’s basic local 

calling areas would completely disregard the legitimacy of a CLEC’s local calling 

area, would discourage CLECs from expanding local calling areas for the benefit 

of customers and competition, and certainly would not be reciprocal or fair. 

’ BellSouth Third Quarter EPS Increases lo%, BellSouth New Release (Oct. 19,200O). 
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Third, using BellSouth’s basic local calling areas as the basis of network 

interconnection substantially compromises the network efficiencies of the 

alternative network architectures deployed by AT&T and other CLECs in 

Kentucky, forcing each CLEC into a BellSouth-look-a-like interconnection 

arrangement. Lastly, AT&T and BellSouth have agreed that most of the traffic 

within each LATA will be classified as local for purposes of compensating each 

other for completing the other party’s calls. Thus, the local calling area for 

purposes of reciprocal compensation is now LATA wide. 

MR. RUSCILLI’S TESTIMONY PROVIDES SEVERAL EXAMPLES OF 

HYPOTHETICAL CALLS BETWEEN BELLSOUTH AND AT&T 

CUSTOMERS IN THE LOUISVILLE LATA. HAS BELLSOUTH 

ACCURATELY REPRESENTED AT&T’S PROPOSAL IN THESE 

EXAMPLES? 

No. BellSouth’s hypothetical examples are inaccurate in a number of respects. 

First, as I have previously stated, AT&T agrees that the parties should establish at 

least two IPs in each LATA in which AT&T offers local exchange service, unless 

there is a de minimus volume of traffic. For instance, this means that under 

AT&T’s proposal, in the Louisville LATA, AT&T and BellSouth would each 

have an IP in two locations. Second, BellSouth fails to provide examples of calls 

originating on AT&T’s network and terminating on BellSouth’s network. Such 

examples show the inequitable nature of BellSouth’s proposal. 
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WOULD YOU PLEASE PROVIDE ACCURATE EXAMPLES OF 

HYPOTHETICAL CALLS BETWEEN BELLSOUTH AND AT&T UNDER 

EACH PARTY’S PROPOSAL? 

Yes. First, assume that AT&T’s has designated an IP in Louisville and an IP in 

Shelbyville. 

1. An AT&T customer in Shelbyville calls a BellSouth customer in 

Shelbyville. 

Under AT&T’s proposal, AT&T would be financially responsible for 

providing the transport between its switching center (regardless of how 

distant) and the BellSouth IP in Louisville. In addition, AT&T would pay 

reciprocal compensation for the transport between the BellSouth IP in 

Louisville and the BellSouth end office in Shelbyville. AT&T may 

choose to avoid tandem switching and common transport reciprocal 

compensation payments by purchasing dedicated transport from the 

BellSouth IP in Louisville to the BellSouth end office in Shelbyville. 

Under BellSouth’s proposal, AT&T would be financially responsible for 

providing the transport between its switching center and the BellSouth end 

office where the call is to be terminated. AT&T may elect to route the 

traffic on dedicated transport or on common transport. 

Although these proposals differ somewhat, there is little financial 

difference to the parties. 

2. A BellSouth customer in Shelbvville calls an AT&T customer in 

Shelbyville. 

Under AT&T’s proposal, BellSouth would be financially responsible for 

providing the transport between its Shelbyville end office and the AT&T 
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IP in Shelbyville. In addition, BellSouth would pay reciprocal 

compensation to AT&T for the use of AT&T’s network to complete the 

BellSouth originated call. 

3. 

Under BellSouth’s proposal, BellSouth would only be financially 

responsible for providing the transport between its Shelbyville end office 

and IP located within the Shelbyville local calling area, that BellSouth 

designates, at its own discretion. AT&T would be financially responsible 

for providing the remaining transport for BellSouth’s own originated calls 

between the BellSouth-designated IP and the AT&T switching center. 

BellSouth does not pay AT&T a transport component or tandem switching 

component as a part of reciprocal compensation, only local switching. 

The biggest difference between these proposals is that under BellSouth’s 

proposal, AT&T must provide the transport from the BellSouthidesignated 

IP across its network (from the Shelbyville IP to the AT&T switch) 

without any compensation for such costs from BellSouth. 

An AT&T customer in Shelbyville calls a BellSouth customer in 

Louisville. 

Under AT&T’s proposal, AT&T would be financially responsible for 

providing the transport between its switching center and the BellSouth IP 

in Louisville. In addition, AT&T would pay reciprocal compensation for 

the transport between the BellSouth IP in Louisville and the BellSouth end 

office. AT&T may choose to avoid tandem switching and common 

transport reciprocal compensation payments by purchasing dedicated 

transport from the BellSouth IP in Louisville to the BellSouth end office. 
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4. 

Under BellSouth’s proposal, AT&T would be financially responsible for 

providing the transport between its switching center and the BellSouth 

Louisville end office where the call is to be terminated. AT&T may elect 

to route the traffic on dedicated transport or on common transport. 

Although these proposals differ somewhat, there is little financial 

difference to the parties. 

A BellSouth customer in Shelbyville calls an AT&T customer in 

Louisville. 

Under AT&T’s proposal, BellSouth would be financially responsible for 

providing the transport between its Shelbyville end office and the AT&T 

IP in Louisville. In addition, BellSouth would pay reciprocal 

compensation to AT&T for the use of AT&T’s network to complete the 

BellSouth originated call. 

Under BellSouth’s proposal, BellSouth would be financially responsible 

for providing the transport only between its Shelbyville end office and an 

IP located within the Shelbyville local calling area, that BellSouth 

designates, at its own discretion. AT&T would be financially responsible 

for providing the remaining transport between the BellSouth-designated 

Shelbyville IP and the AT&T switching center in Louisville. BellSouth 

does not pay AT&T a transport or tandem switching component as a part 

of reciprocal compensation, only local switching. 

The biggest difference between these proposals is that under BellSouth’s 

proposal, AT&T must provide the transport from the BellSouth-designated 

Shelbyville IP across the LATA to AT&T’s network without any compensation 

for such costs from BellSouth. 
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WOULD YOU SUMMARIZE THE AREAS OF AGREEMENT AND 

DISAGREEMENT? 

AT&T has agreed that for its originating traffic it will be financially responsible 

for all the transport required to carry its traffic across the LATA to the BellSouth 

end office. BellSouth has not objected to this in Mr. Ruscilli’s testimony. AT&T 

also has agreed to establish at least two IPs in each LATA in which AT&T 

provides local exchange services, unless the volume is too small to justify two 

IPs. BellSouth omitted to mention this point in Mr. Ruscilli’s testimony, but 

seeing as that resolves many of BellSouth’s concerns about transporting its traffic 

outside its basic local calling area, BellSouth may find this also acceptable. 

Given these areas of agreement, the area of disagreement relates to BellSouth’s 

originating traffic that terminates to an AT&T customer within the LATA. 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO BELLSOUTH’S ASSERTION THAT, 

“AT&T’S THEORY WOULD MEAN THAT AT&T COULD HAVE A 

PHYSICAL POINT OF INTERCONNECTION WITH BELLSOUTH’S 

‘NETWORK’ IN KNOXVILLE, AND BELLSOUTH WOULD BE 

REQUIRED TO HAUL LOCAL CALLS ORIGINATING IN 

SHELBYVILLE AND DESTINED TO TERMINATE IN SHELBYVILLE 

ALL THE WAY TO KNOXVILLE, AT NO COST TO AT&T.” 

This is simply wrong. First, there are LATA restrictions and the FCC rules and 

orders adopting those rules were established knowing there are LATA restrictions 

still in place. If LATA restrictions are removed in the future, I have no doubt that 

the FCC would readdress its orders and rules to revise them to comport with the 
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lifting of the LATA restrictions. Second, as I have stated previously, AT&T has 

agreed to establish at least two IPs in each LATA in which AT&T offers service, 

unless there is a de minimus volume of traffic. In any event, AT&T will have at 

least one IP in each LATA and BellSouth’s assertion that it would be responsible 

for hauling local calls in one LATA into another LATA for completion has no 

basis in fact. 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. RUSCILLI’S CLAIM THAT UNDER 

FCC RULES AT&T IS OBLIGATED TO PAY THE COSTS OF 

INTERCONNECTION? 

Mr. Ruscilli’s reliance on paragraphs 199 and 209 of the FCC’s First Order and 

Report is misplaced. Under FCC rules, the ILEC may recover its costs to 

terminate the CLEC’s originating traffic, and the CLEC may recover its costs to 

terminate the ILEC’s originating traffic. Under FCC rules, the CLEC’s 

terminating costs are presumed to be the same as the ILECs. The CLEC, 

however, may make a showing to the state commission that its actual costs may 

be higher, and the state commission may adopt those rates for the CLEC. See 47 

C.F.R. 8 5 1.711. The FCC never contemplated that one party or the other is to be 

less than fully compensated for its costs to terminate the originating party’s 

traffic. Moreover, the FCC rule also makes clear that “one LEC may not assess 

charges on any other telecommunications carrier for local telecommunications 

traffic that originates on that LEC’s network.“’ As I stated in my direct 

testimony, this is exactly what BellSouth is proposing. 

’ 47 CFR $51.703(b). 
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A. 

In its role as originating carrier, AT&T agrees to fully compensate BellSouth for 

transport that it provides to AT&T to complete AT&T’s traffic, but does not 

propose to have BellSouth financially responsible for any of the cost that AT&T 

incurs to bring AT&T originated traffic to BellSouth’s network for completion by 

BellSouth. BellSouth should be required to do the same. 

HAS THE FCC DISCUSSED THE CONCEPT OF EQUIVALENT POINTS 

OF INTERCONNECTION? 

Yes, as outlined in my direct testimony, in its order on SBC’s 271 application for 

Texas, the FCC made clear its view that under the Telecommunication Act, 

CLECs have the legal right to designate the most efficient point at which to 

exchange traffic. As the FCC explained, “New entrants may select the most 

efficient points at which to exchange traffic with incumbent LECs, thereby 

lowering the competing carriers’ cost of, among other things, transport and 

termination.“6 

The FCC has also articulated its view in other litigation. For example, in In ye 

TSR Wireless, LLC, et. al., v. U.S. West7 decision, the FCC reiterated its position 

that ILECs may not impose upon other telecommunications carriers charges for 

the facilities used to deliver LEC originated traffic. 

Most recently, the FCC addressed this very issue in its order in Memorandum and 

Order, FCC 01-29, Joint Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell 

Telephone Company, and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a 

6 Memorandum Report and Order, Application of SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long 
Distance, Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 To Provide In-Region 
InterLATA Services in Texas, CC Docket No. 00-65,T 78 (June 30,200O). 
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1 Southwestern Bell Long Distance for Provision of In-region, interLATA Services in 

Kansas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 00-217 (January 22,2001)(“SBC Kansas & 

Oklahoma Order”) (relevant excerpts attached). The SBC Kansas and Oklahoma Order 

relies upon and discusses the very same legal authority I address in my testimony, and 

reaches the same conclusions. In short, the SBC Kansas and Oklahoma Order provides 

specific and unequivocal direction to the Commission that the BellSouth proposal is 

illegal under FCC rules and regulations. 

In its Kansas and Oklahoma Order, the FCC addressed the issue of the incumbent 
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effectively denying “a competing carrier the right to select a single point of 

interconnection by improperly shifting to competing carriers inflated transport and 

switching costs associated with such a [single point of interconnection] arrangement.” Id. 

at 1233. The FCC was addressing the very same issue raised by AT&T in this 

arbitration.* Although the issue was one of future compliance, the FCC nonetheless 

cautioned SWBT “from taking what appears to be an expansive and out of context 

interpretation of findings we made in our SWAT Texas Order concerning its obligation to 

deliver traffic to a competitive LEC’s point of interconnection.” Id. 7 235. In particular, 

the FCC confirmed that its decision allowing a CLEC to designate a single point of 

interconnection did not in any way “change an incumbent LEC’s reciprocal 

compensation obligations under our current rules.” Id. The FCC specifically referenced 

the very same rules I address in my testimony (47 C.F.R. $5 5 1.703(b) and 5 1.709(b)), 

7 File Nos. E-98-13, et. al., FCC 00-194 (June 21, 2000) (Appeal tiled sub nom, @west Corp. v. FCC, 
Docket No. 00-1376 (D.C. Cir. Aug. 17,ZOOO). 
* “For example, AT&T avers that, in a technical conference in Oklahoma after the adoption of the 02A, 
SWBT advanced several compensation arrangements relating to a competing carrier’s choice of 
interconnection and collocation which require AT&T to pay inflated transport costs upon exercising its 
right to a single point of interconnection.” Id. 7 233. 
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which “preclude an incumbent LEC from charging carriers for local traffic that originates 

on the incumbent LEC’s network.” Id. 

The SBC Kansas & Oklahoma Order demonstrates the fundamental fallacy of the 

BellSouth position. By requiring AT&T to pay the cost of transporting BellSouth’s own 

traffic from the boundaries of its basic local calling areas to the point of interconnection 

designated by AT&T, BellSouth would, in effect, require AT&T to construct a point of 

interconnection in each BellSouth basic local calling area. 

It is a hollow gesture to allow AT&T to designate a single point of 

interconnection and then require AT&T to pay the difference of the cost of that single 

point of intercomrection and the cost of multiple points of interconnection in every 

BellSouth basic local calling area. Thus, aside from being illegal under 47 C.F.R. 5s 

5 1.703(b) and 5 1.709(b), the BellSouth proposal would effectively eliminate AT&T’s 

right to designate a single point of interconnection, because it would force AT&T to pay 

BellSouth as ifAT&T were required to establish multiple points of interconnection in all 

of BellSouth’s basic local calling areas. 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT HAVE OTHER STATE COMMISSIONS HELD REGARDING 

AT&T’S PROPOSAL? 

Other state Commissions specifically have rejected the argument BellSouth 

proffers here that CLECs should be required to pay the costs to receive traffic 

within each local calling area established by the ILEC. For example, the Kansas 

Commission found that TCG should be permitted to establish an interconnection 

point at SWBT’s local and access tandems while SWBT should establish its 
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interconnection point at TCG’s switch.’ Similarly, The California Commission 

found that AT&T was not required to intercomect at each Pacific Bell end office 

and set default points of interconnection at AT&T’s switch and Pacific Bell’s 

tandem switch.” Likewise, the Texas Public Utilities Commission specifically 

rejected SWBT’s argument that AT&T must interconnect in each local calling 

area. r’ According to the Texas decision, “The FCC has clearly stated that the 

CLEC is the one that determines at which points on the ILEC’s network it wants 

to interconnect, unless the ILEC demonstrates that the CLEC’s proposal is 

technically infeasible.“” Arbitrators in Michigan, Indiana, and Wisconsin also 

have held that each party is financially responsible for delivering its originating 

intercomrection traffic to the terminating party’s interconnection pointi 

9 Arbitrator’s Order No. 5: Decision, In the Matter of the Petition of TCG Kansas City, Inc. for 
Compulsory Arbitration of Unresolved Issues with Southwestern Bell Telephone Company Pursuant to 
Section 252 of the Telecommamications Act of 1996, pp. 4, 10 (Aug. 7, 2000). The Kansas Corporation 
Commission affirmed the arbitrator’s decision on this issue on September 8,2000, making a clarification as 
to the cost to be imposed to convert trunks. See Order Addressing and Affirming Arbitrator’s Decision at 
9. 
I0 Opinion, Application ofAT&T Communicafions ofCalifornia, Inc. (u 5002 C), et al., for Arbitration of 
an Interconnection Agreement with Pacific Bell Telephone Company Pursuant fo Section 252(b) of the 
T;elecommunications Act of 1996, Dkt. No. 00-01-022, p. 13 (CA PUC Aug. 3,200O). 

Revised Arbitration Award, Petition of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company for Arbitration with 
AT&T Communications of Texas, L.P., TCG Dallas and T&port Communications, Inc. Pursuant to 
Section 251(B)(l) of the Federal Communications Act of 1996, Docket No. 22315. (Texas PUC Sept. 27, 
2000.). 
” Id. at 9. 
I3 se Arbitration Award, Petition for Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agreement Between two 
AT&T subsidiaries, AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, Inc. and TCG Milwaukee and Wisconsin Bell, 
Inc. (d/b/a Am&tech Wisconsin), 05-MA-120 (Oct. 12, 2000); Decision of Arbitration Panel, AT&T 
Communication’s of Michigan Inc.. and TCG Detroit’s Petition for Arbitration, Case No. U-12465 (Oct. 
18, 2000) (The Michigan Public Service Commission aff%med this portion of the Arbitration Panel’s 
Decision by Order dated November 20, 2000); Order, AT&T Communications of Indiana TCG 
Indianapolis, Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms, and Conditions and Related 
Arrangements with Indiana Bell Telephone Company, Incorporated d/b/a Ameritech Indiana Pursuant to 
Section 252(a) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Cause No. 40571-INT-03 (Nov. 20, 2000). The 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission, as part of its 271 deliberations, originally held that SWBT should 
allow CLECs to interconnect at a single technically feasible point to meet CLEC needs. However, the 
Commission modified its decision on this issue. See Order No. 445340, Order Nunc Pro Tune Regarding 
Order No. 445180, Corporation Commission of O!&boma, Cause No. PUD 970000560 (Oct. 4,ZOOO). 
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22 Q. IN HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY MR. RUSCILLI SUGGESTS THAT THE 

23 ISSUE IS ONE OF COST ALLOCATION BASED ON THE AT&T 

24 NETWORK DESIGN. IS HE CORRECT? 

DOES BELLSOUTH’S PROPOSAL TO AGGREGATE ITS 

ORIGINATING TRAFFIC TO A SINGLE POINT OF ITS CHOOSING 

WITHIN THE BELLSOUTH LOCAL CALLING AREA NULLIFY 

AT&T’S CONCERNS ABOUT COLLOCATION SPACE EXHAUSTION 

AND HAVING TO GO TO EACH END OFFICE? 

No. Under BellSouth’s proposal, BellSouth may unilaterally select an end offrce 

where collocation space is limited or exhausted. In such instances, AT&T would 

be required to interconnect at many end offices in a LATA. 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. RUSCILLI’S ASSERTION ON PAGE 

36 THAT AT&T IS NOT HAMPERED IN ITS ABILITY TO COMPETE IF 

THE BELLSOUTH PROPOSAL IS ADOPTED? 

BellSouth fails to recognize that BellSouth’s proposal not only increases CLECs’ 

costs to enter the market, but also requires CLECs to create networks mirroring 

the embedded network BellSouth has in place today. As a result, a CLEC’s 

ability to differentiate itself in the market is severely hampered. Because AT&T 

and BellSouth have agreed that all calls within the LATA are local, and BellSouth 

continues to sell more and more LATAwide local calling plans, BellSouth’s 

proposal will result in AT&T having to place an IP in every local calling area, 

contrary to BellSouth’s testimony that it will not. 
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No. The question is not whether the parties’ networks will be interconnected 

based on the network design of one party, but rather will the parties’ networks be 

interconnected in a manner that is neutral to network design. It is only fair and 

equitable that an interconnection arrangement does not favor any particular 

design. 

AT&T should not suffer a burdensome and discriminatory network 

interconnection arrangement because it chooses to deploy a more efficient 

network design than the classic hub-and-spoke telephony architecture. The 

Commission should be sensitive to issues which give the incumbent carrier 

substantial competitive advantages over competing carriers. Accordingly, the fair 

outcome is for both AT&T and BellSouth to be interconnected on an equitable 

basis. 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THE CLAIM THAT BELLSOUTH’S 

LOCAL EXCHANGE RATES DO NOT COVER ADDITIONAL 

TRANSPORT COSTS? 

In none of the call examples provided above, in which BellSouth is the originating 

party, is BellSouth required to provide transport for which it has no means to 

recover its costs. 

With respect to a call from a BellSouth customer to an AT&T customer within the 

Shelbyville local calling area, where BellSouth has no toll revenue, BellSouth 

would have no obligation to provide transport beyond the Shelbyville local calling 

area, since AT&T has indicated it might place its IP in Shelbyville. With respect 

to a call from a BellSouth customer in Shelbyville to an AT&T customer in 

Louisville, BellSouth would have an obligation to provide transport to AT&T’s IP 
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in Louisville; however this may be a toll call under BellSouth’s cmrent local 

calling areas, and BellSouth would have the option to collect toll revenue for 

these calls to cover its additional transport expenses to AT&T. 

Therefore, the Commission should disregard BellSouth’s baseless assertion that 

AT&T’s proposal would impose costs on BellSouth for which it has no means to 

recover. 

IS AT&T’S PROPOSAL NOTHING MORE THAN AN ELABORATE 

RUSE THAT AT&T ATTEMPTS TO USE TO IMPOSE THE 

ADDITIONAL COSTS OF ITS NETWORK DESIGN ONTO 

BELLSOUTH? 

Absolutely not. First, AT&T’s solution maintains the status quo of how the 

financial responsibility is assigned today. AT&T’s network design has been in 

place for several years, and AT&T’s proposed solution is what is occurring today. 

BellSouth is currently financially responsible for bringing its originated traffic to 

AT&T’s switch, and has not disputed any billing by AT&T that reflects this. By 

the same token, AT&T is financially responsible for getting its originated traffic 

to BellSouth’s PO1 and has not objected to this responsibility. BellSouth’s 

proposal is the one that will change the imposition of costs on the other party, not 

AT&T’s, BellSouth’s proposal will result in AT&T having to incur new 

additional costs that it does not incur today. 

Second, when BellSouth states that AT&T’s proposal will raise its costs that are 

not currently being recovered by its current basic local rates, this is simply not 

true. AT&T’s proposed solution - the status quo of today - has been in effect for 
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several years, and this Commission has yet to see a filing by BellSouth asking to 

raise any of its rates to cover this “additional cost.” 

WHAT IS AT&T ASKING THIS COMMISSION DO? 

AT&T is asking that the Commission retain the status quo and find that BellSouth 

shall continue to be financially responsible for all of the costs of originating any 

of its traffic within the LATA and delivering such traffic to an AT&T switch or 

designated interconnection point(s) if the switch serving a LATA is located 

outside of that LATA. 

ISSUE 9: SHOULD AT&T BE PERMITTED TO CHARGE TANDEM RATE 

ELEMENTS WHEN ITS SWTTCH SERVES A GEOGRAPHIC AREA 

COMPARABLE TO THAT SERVED BY BELLSOUTH’S TANDEM 

SMTCH? 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. RUSCILLI’S ASSERTION THAT 

AT&T IS NOT ENTITLED TO THE TANDEM RATE BECAUSE AT&T 

DID NOT SHOW THAT AT&T IS ACTUALLY PERFORMING A 

TANDEM FUNCTION? 

Rule 51.71 l(a)(3) of the FCC’s Interconnection Order provides, “Where the 

switch of a carrier other than an incumbent LEC serves a geographic area 

comparable to the area served by the incumbent LEC’s tandem switch, the 

appropriate rate for the carrier other than an incumbent LEC is the ILEC’s tandem 

interconnection rate.” The plain language of the order is that there is no 

requirement that a CLEC network actually have a tandem switch or perform an 
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intermediate switching function to receive the tandem interconnection rate. Any 

other conclusion would be illogical. 

Carefully analyzing Mr. Ruscilli’s argument illuminates its tortured logic. If a 

CLEC were providing the actual local tandem switching capability, then 

according to Mr. Ruscilli, BellSouth would agree to pay the tandem 

intercomrection rate to the CLEC. Therefore, to reach Mr. Ruscilli’s 

interpretation of Rule 51.71 l(a)(3), the FCC actually intended to make it more 

difficult for a CLEC to qualify for the tandem interconnection rate than an ILEC. 

Under Mr. Ruscilli’s interpretation, BellSouth must merely provide tandem 

switching, but a CLEC must pass a two part test: first, it must actually provide 

the identical tandem switching functionality provided by the ILEC and the CLEC 

switch must also serve a geographic area comparable to the area served by the 

incumbent LEC’s tandem switch. 

It is important to note that AT&T’s reliance on the FCC’s proxy rule for 

compensating CLECs for reciprocal compensation is in lieu of making an 

individual cost showing that AT&T’s costs are in fact higher than BellSouth’s 

rate, and thus should be compensated at a higher rate than BellSouth. (FCC Rule 

711(b)). It is quite possible for such a showing to be made by a CLEC, 

particularly in the early stages of construction of a local network that enjoys 

nowhere near the ubiquity and utilization that BellSouth’s network does. 

WHAT ABOUT THE FCC’S LOCAL COMPETITION RULE, WHICH 

MR. RUSCILLI CITES? 

Clearly the FCC did not intend to hold a CLEC to a higher standard to qualify for 

the tandem interconnection rate than an ILEC. Indeed, the FCC’s own comments 
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27 

demonstrate this intent in Paragraph 1090 of the Local Competition Order, the 

FCC stated: 

[sltates shall a& consider whether new technologies (e.g., fiber 
ring or wireless networks) perform functions similar to those 
performed by an incumbent LEC’s tandem switch.... (Emphasis 
added.) 

This is not an additional test for CLECs, but an alternative by which the CLEC 

may qualify for a “proxy” of the CLEC’s additional costs. Thus, it is clear that 

actual local tandem (i.e., intermediate switching) functionality is not a 

requirement for a CLEC to receive the tandem interconnection rate. 

ON PAGE 39 OF HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY, MR. RUSCILLI STATES 

THAT AT&T SHOULD ONLY BE COMPENSATED FOR THE 

FUNCTIONS IT ACTUALLY PERFORMS. DO YOU AGREE? 

No. This is not the issue. The issue is whether AT&T should be compensated for 

its costs to terminate BellSouth’s originated traffic. BellSouth is attempting to 

frame the issue in a different manner than how the FCC framed the issue. A 

careful reading of the FCC’s First Order and Report, paragraphs 1085 through 

1091 clearly shows that nowhere does the FCC say that parties should “only be 

compensated for the functions it actually provides, as BellSouth asserts. Instead 

of forcing the states into costly and lengthy cost proceedings for CLECs, the FCC 

proposes several proxies for “actual costs.” In paragraph 1085 of the FCC’s First 

Order and Report, the FCC found “We also conclude that using the incumbent 

LEC’s forward-looking costs for transport and termination of traffic as a proxy for 

the costs incurred by interconnecting carries satisfies section 252(d)(2) that costs 

be determined ‘on the basis of a reasonable approximation of the additional costs 
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of terminating such calls”‘. Again in paragraph 1088, the FCC stated that “We 

find, however, that incumbent LEC’s costs, including small incumbent LEC’s 

costs, serve as reasonable proxies for other carrier’s costs of transport and 

termination”. And in paragraph 1090 of this same order, it says “where the 

interconnecting carrier’s switch serves a geographic area comparable to that 

served by the incumbent LEC’s tandem switch, the appropriate proxy for the 

interconnecting carrier’s additional costs is the LEC tandem interconnection rate”. 

The Commission should reject the manner in which BellSouth has attempted to 

frame this issue and thereby reject BellSouth’s arguments. It clearly was not the 

intent of the FCC for the amount of reciprocal compensation to be based on the 

actual costs of the functions provided by interconnecting carriers. If such were 

the case, then the FCC would never have allowed the incumbent LEC’s costs to 

be used as proxies for CLEC’s costs. 

FURTHER ON PAGE 39, MR. RUSCILLI STATES THAT AT&T MUST 

PROVIDE THE FUNCTIONALITY OF A TANDEM SWITCH TO INCUR 

THE COST OR IT SHOULD NOT CHARGE BELLSOUTH THE 

TANDEM SWITCHING RATE. DO YOU AGREE? 

Absolutely not. In paragraph 1090 of the FCC’s First Order, the FCC says that 

“states shall also consider whether new technologies (e.g., fiber rings or wireless 

networks) perform functions similar to those performed by an incumbent LEC’s 

tandem switch and thus, whether some or all calls terminating on the new 

entrant’s network should be priced the same as the sum of transport and 

termination via the incumbent LEC’s tandem switch”. Nowhere in its order does 

the FCC say that the interconnecting carrier must provide the identical functions. 
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Why? Because to do so would be irrelevant, since the CLEC can charge and 

BellSouth would pay, by its own admission, for providing identical functionality. 

Additionally, AT&T is permitted to charge for tandem switching on every local 

call because AT&T incurs its costs on every call. That is the point of the FCC’s 

proxy. 

ON PAGES 40 AND 41, MR. RUSCILLI STATES THAT THE FCC POSED 

TWO REQUIREMENTS THAT MUST BE MET BEFORE A CLEC 

WOULD BE ENTITLED TO COMPENSATION AT BOTH THE END 

OFFICE AND TANDEM SWITCHING RATES. DO YOU AGREE? 

No. If this were the intention of the FCC, it would have clearly stated that in its 

adopted rules. The rule in question, C.F.R. 55.711(a)(3) was first issued on 

August 8, 1996, as part of the First Order and Report issued by the FCC. The 

FCC has had over 4 years to revise this rule to reflect a two-part test if that is what 

it intended. I find it hard to believe that BellSouth thinks that the FCC made a 

mistake and “forgot” the second test when it wrote the rule or when it wrote the 

sentence quoted above. The FCC did not forget the second test because it would 

make no sense to include the second test proposed by BellSouth, since the CLEC 

would be, by BellSouth’s own admission, entitled to the tandem rate by satisfying 

the so-called second test alone. 

ON PAGE 41, MR. RUSCILLI STATES THAT THE BASIC NETWORK 

ARCHITECTURE USED BY AT&T IS THE SAME AS BELLSOUTH, 

AND THUS THE COMMISSION NEED NOT MAKE ANY ATTEMPT TO 

DETERMINE WHETHER THE NEW TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYED BY 
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AT&T PERFORMS SIMILAR FUNCTIONS TO TANDEM SWITCHING. 

DO YOU AGREE? 

No. There has been no evidence tiled by BellSouth to support this assertion. 

AT&T has provided ample evidence in its direct testimony that AT&T’s network 

architecture is substantially different than BellSouth’s. BellSouth would have the 

Commission believe that any network that provides exchange and exchange 

access service must have identical architectures. This simply is not the case. 

Thus, the Commission should attempt, as other commissions have done, to 

determine whether the new technology deployed by AT&T performs a function 

similar to BellSouth’s tandem switches. Again, the key word is similar, not 

exactly. 

BEGINNING ON PAGE 42, MR. RUSCILLI BEGINS A DISCUSSION OF 

WHAT TANDEM FUNCTIONALITY IS AND WHETHER AT&T’S 

SWITCHES PERFORM THE TANDEM FUNCTIONALITY DESCRIBED 

BY MR. RUSCILLI. WHAT RELEVANCE DOES THIS TESTIMONY 

HAVE? 

None. For instance, Mr. Ruscilli on page 39 states “To receive reciprocal 

compensation at the tandem rate, a carrier must be performing the function 

described in the FCC’s definition of tandem switching”. This is simply incorrect. 

The rule BellSouth refers to is applicable to incumbent LECs only, not CLECs. 

BellSouth’s false assertion directly contradicts the FCC in its First Order and 

Report at Paragraph 1090, when it talks about similar, not exact, functions. 

Further on in his testimony, Mr. Ruscilli states that AT&T switches must actually 

be performing the tandem functions, “if for no other reason than the difference 
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between end office and tandem rates for reciprocal compensation is the same as 

the UNE rate for tandem switching”. Again, what Mr. Ruscilli fails to mention is 

that for AT&T these incumbent LEC rates are mere proxies for AT&T costs, in 

lieu of AT&T having to provide its own cost studies. These proxies are meant to 

compensate AT&T for the costs it incurs since it has a completely different 

network architecture than what BellSouth has in place. 

DO AT&T’S SWITCHES PERFORM THE FUNCTIONS OF A  TANDEM 

SWITCH? 

Although AT&T does not believe it must establish such functionality under 

applicable FCC rules, AT&T’s switches do, in fact, provide the necessary 

functionality. In spite of this, AT&T provided evidence in its direct testimony 

demonstrating that AT&T’s switches perform similar functions of a tandem 

switch. Despite BellSouth’s attempt to try to convince this Commission that 

AT&T is an ILEC and must meet the requirements of an ILEC, AT&T’s switches 

do perform similar tandem switch functions. The true purpose of a tandem switch 

is to aggregate traffic. A  tandem switch does this through an intermediate 

switching step. AT&T’s network is performing tandem-like functions by 

aggregating traffic. Since AT&T’s network aggregates traffic differently than 

BellSouth’s network, BellSouth is assuming we aggregate traffic the same way it 

does. However, intermediate tandem switching is not the sole means to aggregate 

traffic. 

AT&T’s network does indeed aggregate traffic across a broad geographic area, 

often a substantially larger area than a BellSouth tandem. This is something 

BellSouth has not disputed. Thus, the Commission should consider not whether 
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AT&T’s network is capable of intermediate switching, but rather whether it is 

capable of traffic aggregation. If so, then AT&T’s network does indeed perform 

functions “similar to those performed by an incumbent LEC’s tandem switch”. 

To show the level of aggregation that AT&T’s network performs please review 

the following table. However, as I said earlier, the FCC does not require a CLEC 

to meet such a test. Therefore, AT&T has met a higher standard than required by 

FCC rules. 
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2 TRAFFIC AGGREGATION FUNCTIONS 
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4 Q. 
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12 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE WHAT YOU WANT THIS COMMISSION TO DO 

13 WITH REGARD TO ISSUE 9 

Traffic Type 1 BST Tandem 
Traffic between end office 1 YES 

1 AT&T Network 
1 YES 

and IXC 
Traffic between end office YES 

and other CLECs 
YES 

Traffic between end office YES 
and independent 

YES 

LECs 
Traffic between end 1 YES 1 YES 

offices 

Traffic between AT&T YES 
switch and BST 
end office 

Traffic between end office 1 YES 

YES 

1 YES 
and operator 
service platform 

Traffic between end office YES YES 
and 9 11 tandem 

Overflow traffic 1 YES 1 NO 

CAN YOU SUMMARIZE THE EVIDENCE THAT AT&T HAS 

PROVIDED REGARDING GEOGRAPHIC COMPARABILITY? 

Yes. In my direct testimony, AT&T provided a series of maps that show 

separately for AT&T and BellSouth the geographic area served by its respective 

switches (for AT&T) and tandems (for BellSouth) for each LATA in Kentucky. 

Comparing the AT&T switch service area to the BellSouth tandem service area 

shows that AT&T meets the requirement of 4 5 1.7 11 (a)(3). 
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9 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH BELLSOUTH THAT ISSUE 13 RELATES ONLY 

10 TO PHONE-TO-PHONE IP TELEPHONY CALLS? 

11 A. No. BellSouth has provided AT&T with two different sets of language to 

12 

13 

14 for arbitration as follows: 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Neither Party shall represent access services traffic (e.g., Internet 
Protocol Telephony, FGA, FGB, etc.) as Local Traffic for purposes 
of payment of reciprocal compensation. “Internet Protocol 
Telephony” is defined as real-time voice conversations over the 
Internet by converting voices into data, which is compressed and 
split into packets, which are sent over the Internet like any other 
packets and reassembled as audio output at the receiving end. 
(Attachment 3, section 6.19, as attached to BellSouth’s reply to 
AT&T’s petition for arbitration) 

25 The second one was sent to AT&T by BellSouth via e-mail and is as follows: 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

AT&T requests the Commission conclude that AT&T switches serve a 

comparable geographic area as that served by BellSouth’s tandem switches and 

that AT&T is thus entitled to the tandem interconnection rate. 

ISSUE 13: WHAT IS THE APPROPRIATE TRFATMENT OF OUTBOUND 

VOICE CALLS OVER INTERNET PROTOCOL (VP’3 TELEPHONK AS IT 

PERTAINS TO RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION? 

consider regarding treatment of IP Telephony calls. The first one is found in 

Attachment 3, section 6.19, as attached to BellSouth’s reply to AT&T’s petition 

The origination and end point of the call shall determine the 
jurisdiction of the call. Unless expressly agreed to by the Parties in 
this Agreement, neither Party shall represent as local traffic any 
traffic for which access charges may be lawfully assessed. The 
Parties have been unable to agree as to whether a call that travels 
over transport protocol methods other than those being utilized by 
the Parties on the effective date of this Agreement and crosses 
LATA boundaries constitutes switched access traffic. However, 
because the Parties are not currently utilizing alternative transport 

46 



2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
, 

29 

protocol methods on the effective date of this Agreement, the 
Parties will resume negotiations on this issue if and when either 
Parties adopts a new transport protocol method. If the parties are 
unable to resolve this issue, then the Parties will submit the dispute 
to the Kentucky Regulatory Commission or the Federal 
Communications Commission, whichever is appropriate, for 
resolution. (Language sent to AT&T in E-mail for consideration to 
close issue.) 

Both sets of language would apply to a IP Telephony calls, not just phone-to- 

phone calls. Neither set makes a distinction between phone-to-phone, computer- 

to-phone, phone-to-computer, or computer-to-computer calls: the two sets of 

language would treat all forms of Voice-over Internet Protocol (VOIP) traffic as 

switched access traffic. 

AT&T understood the use of the term “Internet” proposed by BellSouth in its 

reply to AT&T’s petition to mean the World Wide Web. Thus, “over the 

Internet” referred to “over the World Wide Web”. IP telephony and Internet 

Telephony utilize the same Internet protocol but are not the same. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE DIFFERENCE, IF ANY, BETWEEN IP 

TELEPHONY AND INTERNET TELEPHONY. 

“IP Telephony” refers to traffic carried via Internet Protocol over the private 

network of a carrier, while “Internet Telephony” is limited to telephone calls 

carried over the Internet; that is, the World Wide Web. It is universally accepted 

that the term “Internet” references the World Wide Web, not the internal 

dedicated private networks of particular companies. The language proposed by 

BellSouth, however, shows that BellSouth intends to treat all types of calls as 

switched access traffic, “regardless of transport protocol” including Internet 

Telephony calls that travel over the World Wide Web. 
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The failure by BellSouth to make the distinction between IP Telephony and 

Internet Telephony calls is not an oversight: BellSouth indicated in negotiations 

with AT&T that it intends to treat both types of calls as switched access traffic. 

BellSouth now takes the position that computer-to-computer, computer-to-phone, 

phone-to-computer, and IP enabled phone-to-phone voice calls are no longer an 

issue to be addressed by this Commission. However, the language proposed by 

BellSouth does not eliminate these variations of calls from consideration. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. RUSCILLI’S DEFINITION OF PHONE-TO- 

PHONE IP TELEPHONY? 

No. Mr. Ruscilli concludes that phone-to-phone IP Telephony provided by a 

“local carrier” or “telephone carriers” is a basic telecommunications service rather 

than an “information service”. He is incorrect. It is the nature of the service, not 

the nature of the entity providing the service that determines whether or not a 

local carrier or telephone carrier is eligible for the ISP exemption from payment 

of access charges. Although the FCC in its Report to Congress (FCC 98-67, April 

10, 1998) recognized that IP Telephony bears the characteristics of a 

“telecommunications service” that provides pure transmission (rather than an 

“information service” that provides enhanced functionalities), today, the FCC 

treats IP Telephony as if it were an information service and thus exempts IP 

Telephony providers from paying traditional access charges. Therefore, to the 

extent that a local carrier or telephone carrier provides IP Telephony, it is eligible 

for the ISP exemption from payment of access charges, just like all other IP 

Telephony providers. 
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It’s clear that Mr. Ruscilli advocates ,imposing access charges on all 

communications, both voice and data, transported via Internet Protocol regardless 

of whether the service may be telecommunications or information services. 

However, the FCC has determined that telecommunications services and 

information services are mutually exclusive categories. A particular service can 

be one or the other, but it cannot be both. 

The FCC developed the distinction between “basic services” and “enhanced 

services” in the Second Computer Inquiry (1980) (Computer II). “Basic services” 

were defined by the FCC as “the common carrier offering of transmission 

capacity for the movement of information”. A basic service transmits information 

generated by a customer from one point to another, without changing the content 

of the transmission. The “basic” service classification defines the transport 

transmission capacity that makes up traditional communications service, which 

the FCC considers to be “wholly traditional common carrier activities” (Title II of 

the Act). 

In comparison, the FCC defined unregulated “enhanced service” as “services 

offered over common carrier transmission facilities.. .which [l] employ computer 

processing applications that act on the format, content, code, protocol...[2] 

provide the subscriber additional, different or restructured information; or [3] 

involve subscriber interaction with stored information.” A service is generally 

enhanced if it meets one of the three criteria. The FCC has determined that 

protocol processing services that qualified as enhanced should be treated as 

information services under the Act (1996)(Non-Accounting Safeguards Order). 

Clearly IP Telephony qualities as an information service under the Act because 
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1 the provider transforms a communication from circuit-switched transport to 
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4 Q. MR. RUSCILLI QUOTES FROM THE APRIL 10,199s FCC REPORT TO 

5 CONGRESS. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. RUSCILLI’S 

6 CHARACTERIZATION OF THAT REPORT? 

I 

8 

9 or not the FCC viewed calls to ISPs differently than phone-to-phone IP telephony 

10 as it relates to the applicable charges. The FCC did not address “applicable 

11 
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13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
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20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

We do not believe, however, that is appropriate to make 
any definitive pronouncements in the absence of a more 
complete record focused on individual service 
offerings. . ..We defer a more definitive resolution of 
these issues pending the development of a more fully- 
developed record because we recognize the need, when 
dealing with emerging services and technologies in 
environments as dynamic as today’s Internet and 
telecommunications markets, to have as complete 
infomration and input as possible.i4 

25 Thus, contrary to BellSouth’s statement, the FCC has not determined that IP 

26 Telephony is a telecommunications service subject to access charges. 

21 

Internet Protocol transport and vice versa. 

A. Not entirely. While Mr. Ruscilli does provide accurate quotes from that report, 

the quotes do not answer the question. The question in his testimony was whether 

charges” for IP telephony in the Report to Congress. In fact, the FCC deferred the 

issue of determining the regulatory status of IP telephony, including payment of 

access charges: 

I4 In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, FCC Report to Congress, CC Docket 
No. 96-45, (April 10, 1998) at 7 90. 
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HAS THE FCC RECENTLY VOICED ITS POSITION ON THE ISSUE OF 

INTERNET TELEPHONY? 

Yes. In a recent May 25” interview with Warren’s Washington Internet Daily, 

Chairman Kennard stated he will not regulate hrtemet telephony. He stated that 

“it is important to recognize that legacy regulation is not necessarily appropriate 

to emerging network technologies, so when people start asking when are you to 

going to regulate IP telephony, my answer is always the same - never.” Chairman 

Kemrard said it is preferable to seek a more appropriate method of universal 

service funding than to apply outdated regulation to new technology. While Mr. 

Ruscilli mentions an FCC report dated April 10, 1998 as a basis for asserting that 

the FCC would fmd in BellSouth’s favor, the May 25th statements by Chairman 

Kemrard clearly indicate that the FCC no longer is pursuing a course of applying 

traditional regulatory solutions and mles to IP telephony calls. Chairman 

Kennard again reiterated this position in a speech in Atlanta on September 12, 

2000 when he stated: “ . ..regulation is too often used as a shield, to protect the 

status quo from new competition---often in the form of smaller, hungrier 

competitors-and too infrequently as a sword-to cut a pathway for new 

competitors to compete by creating new networks and new services.” 

HAS THE FCC GIVEN ANY OTHER INDICATION THAT IT WILL NOT 

AT THIS TIME APPLY TRADITIONAL ACCESS CHARGES TO IP 

TELEPHONY CALLS? 

Yes. In April 1999, the FCC declined to act on a Petition U.S. West tiled seeking 

an expedited declaratory ruling. U.S. West requested that the FCC determine that 

phone-to-phone IP Telephony is a telecommunications service subject to a 
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terminating access. 

WHAT DOES AT&T RECOMMEND THIS COMMISSION DO WITH 

THIS ISSUE AS NOW CLARIFIED BY BELLSOUTH? 

AT&T recommends that this Commission not adopt the language proposed by 

BellSouth, but should instead find that IP telephony calls are not subject to access 

charges. 

Under the FCC’s longstanding ESP exemption, AT&T suggests that the 

Commission rule that all forms of ISP Traffic, including IP telephony, should be 

treated as local and subject to cost based reciprocal compensation on a uniform 

basis with “local” voice and data traffic. Such a ruling would further support 

federal and state comity and facilitate the development of a uniform, nationwide, 

pro-competitive regulatory policy with regard to the treatment of IP telephony 

services. 

ISSUE 21: SHOULD THE COMMISSION OR A THIRD PARTY 

COMMERCIAL ARBITRATOR RESOLVE DISPUTES UNDER THE 

INTERCONNECTIONAGREEMENT? 

DO YOU AGREE WITH BELLSOUTH’S POSITION THAT THE USE OF 

THIRD PARTY ARBITRATORS TO RESOLVE DISPUTES IS IN FACT 

MORE COSTLY AND EXPENSIVE THAN SEEKING RESOLUTION 

FROM THE GOVERNING REGULATORY COMMISSION? 
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No. BellSouth and AT&T have not utilized the previous commercial arbitration 

clause. Therefore, the parties have no track record regarding this issue. 

HAS AT&T HAD DIFFERENT EXPERIENCES WITH COMMERCIAL 

ARBITRATION? 

Yes. In AT&T’s Pacific region, several matters have been resolved through 

commercial arbitration. In these proceedings, knowledgeable arbitrators were 

utilized to resolve disputes in a timely and cost effective manner for AT&T and 

Pacific Bell. Generally, the matter was heard over a one to two day period with 

minimal costs to the parties. The decisions were quick and allowed the parties to 

focus on performing pursuant to the interconnection agreement. In fact, in 

AT&T’s recent arbitration proceeding for its second interconnection agreement 

with Pacific Bell, the California Commission agreed with AT&T’s position. In its 

final order dated August 3, 2000, the Commission adopted AT&T’s proposal to 

retain the requirement in the interconnection agreement that disputes under the 

agreement should go through an alternative dispute resolution process heard 

before third party arbitrators, not the commission. See Order in Application by 

AT&T Communications of California, inc., et al, for Arbitration of an 

Interconnection Agreement with Pacific Bell Telephone Company Pursuant to 

Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996; Application 00-01-022, 

August 3, 2000: pages 28-29. I should note that Pacific Bell also raised the issue 

that private arbitrators were not qualified to resolve telecommunications disputes. 

The California commission rejected this argument. 

While AT&T is well aware of this Commission’s ability to handle complaints, 

this Commission may not have the resources to address each and every dispute 
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: 2 
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4 Q. 

5 

6 A. 

I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 A. 

that could arise under the interconnection agreement, or to address them as 

promptly as could a commercial arbitrator. 

WHAT IS AT&T ASKING THAT THE COMMISSION DO WITH 

RESPECT TO THIS ISSUE? 

The Commission should adopt AT&T’s position regarding private arbitration for 

disputed issues between BellSouth and AT&T. This Commission has opened 

numerous generic dockets regarding important policy and pricing issues that are 

and will be applicable to all CLECs in Kentucky. In taking the position that 

Interconnection Agreements are commercial agreements between sophisticated 

parties, and disputes arising therein should be resolved in a private commercial 

forum, the Commission will be able to expand its focus onindustry matters rather 

than spend time resolving two-party disputes under a negotiated agreement. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 

17 
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1 BEFORE THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

2 REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF RONALD W. MILLS 
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6 

7 
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9 Q. 

10 A. 
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12 
13 Q. 

14 A. 

15 

16 
17 Q. 
18 

19 A. 

20 
21 Q. 

22 A. 

23 

AND TCG MIDSOUTH, INC. 

DOCKET NO. 2000-465 

FEBRUARY 20,200l 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. 

My name is Ronald Mills. My business address is 1200 Peachtree Street, NE, 

Atlanta, Georgia 30309. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I am employed by AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) as a District Manager within the Law 

and Government Affairs organization. 

ARE YOU THE SAME RONALD W. MILLS THAT FILED DIRECT 
TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE ON FEBRUARY 6,2001? 

Yes, I am. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to Mr. Milner’s testimony 

regarding Issue 16: whether the criminal background investigation requirement 



1 that BellSouth seeks to impose on AT&T’s employees and agents seeking access 

2 to collocated space in BellSouth premises is appropriate. 

3 
4 ISSUE 16: COLLOCATION SECURITY. 

5 Q. 
6 
7 
8 

9 A. 

MR. MILNER INDICATES THAT BACKGROUND SECURITY CHECKS 
ARE REASONABLE PUBLIC SAFETY REQUIREMENTS TO PROTECT 
THE INTEGRITY .AND RELIABILITY OF BELLSOUTH’S NETWORK. 
DO YOU AGREE? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

No. BellSouth’s requirement is excessive. AT&T has agreed to reasonable steps 

to ensure the safety of BellSouth’s property. AT&T has assured BellSouth that 

any AT&T representatives accessing collocation space will be bonded, and the 

parties have agreed to liability and indemnification language in Section 10 of the 

General Terms and Conditions that covers BellSouth in the event of any damage 

from activities of an AT&T employee or agent. 

15 
16 Q. 

17 A. 

18 

19 

HAS AT&T ATTEMPTED TO MEET BELLSOUTH’S DEMANDS? 

AT&T has attempted to meet BellSouth’s demands by offering to perform 

criminal background checks on employees who have been working for AT&T for 

less than two years. BellSouth rejected AT&T’s offer. 

20 
21 Q. 
22 
23 

HAS BELLSOUTH ESTABLISHED THAT BACKGROUND SECURITY 
CHECKS WOULD BE EFFECTIVE IN DEALING WITH THE ALLEGED 
PROBLEM? 

24 A. No. In fact, BellSouth has not even established that a problem exists. BellSouth 

25 twice repeats its bald assertion that “[a] simple reading of today’s newspaper 

26 headlines” supports its demands. (Milner Direct p. 5, lines 20-21; p. 7, line 25.) 

2 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 Q. 

22 A. 

23 

However, AT&T’s review of headlines from several major newspapers in the 

Southeastern United States from December 1999 to December 2000 fails to 

disclose a single episode of intentional destruction of BellSouth facilities 

attributed to an employee or agent of a CLEC. AT&T believes that such an 

incident has never occurred. Indeed, BellSouth admitted in discovery that AT&T 

employees have had access to collocation space in BellSouth facilities for several 

years without any incident involving intentional damage to BellSouth’s network. 

BellSouth’s insistence on extreme and invasive security measures to address a 

phantom problem is unreasonable. 

Moreover, BellSouth has provided no data to support its contention that 

“the criminal background check proposed by BellSouth [is] effective in limiting 

or restricting a worker from harming or damaging property.” (Milner Direct p. 7, 

lines 9-15.) According to the FCC’s AdvancedServices Order, FCC 99-48 7 48, 

reasonable security arrangements include security cameras, restricted access and 

other monitoring systems. The BellSouth facilities that contain collocation space 

to which AT&T representatives need access are already equipped with some or all 

of these reasonable security measures. There is no indication that requiring 

criminal background checks will measurably improve security. Thus, BellSouth’s 

request is completely unjustified. 

ARE MR. MILNER’S ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS WARRANTED? 

No. Mr. Milner would have the KPSC prohibit AT&T from knowingly assigning 

to BellSouth’s premises any individual who is a former employee or contractor of 



2 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 

10 
11 Q. 

12 A. 

BellSouth and whose employment or access was terminated for a criminal 

offense. (Milner Direct p. 4, line 17 to p. 5, line 6.) However, as with the 

background security check demand, Mr. Milner invites the Commission’s 

intervention without establishing the existence of a problem. Mr. Milner fails to 

describe a single adverse event associated with the conduct he advocates 

prohibiting. In fact, Mr. Milner does not even allege that AT&T engages in that 

conduct. If there is a problem related to BellSouth’s former employees and 

contractors, BellSouth should provide data establishing its magnitude. Unless and 

until it does so, the KPSC should not expend resources on devising a remedy. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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